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FOREWORD

WHEN JAPAN ATTACKED PEARL HARBOR on December 7, 1941, and
Germany and Italy joined Japan four days later in declaring war against the
United States, intelligence essential for the Army Air Forces to conduct
effective warfare in the European and Pacific theaters did not exist. Piercing the
Fog tells the intriguing story of how airmen built intelligence organizations to
collect and process information about the enemy and to produce and dissemi-
nate intelligence to decisionmakers and warfighters in the bloody, horrific
crucible of war. Because the problems confronting and confounding air
intelligence officers, planners, and operators fifty years ago still resonate,
Piercing the Fog is particularly valuable for intelligence officers, planners, and
operators today and for anyone concerned with acquiring and exploiting
intelligence for successful air warfare. More than organizational history, this
book reveals the indispensable and necessarily secret role intelligence plays in
effectively waging war. It examines how World War II was a watershed period
for Air Force Intelligence and for the acquisition and use of signals intelligence,
photo reconnaissance intelligence, human resources intelligence, and scientific
and technical intelligence.

Piercing the Fog discusses the development of new sources and methods
of intelligence collection; requirements for intelligence at the strategic,
operational, and tactical levels of warfare; intelligence to support missions for
air superiority, interdiction, strategic bombardment, and air defense; the sharing
of intelligence in a coalition and joint service environment; the acquisition of
intelligence to assess bomb damage on a target-by-target basis and to measure
progress in achieving campaign and war objectives; and the ability of military
leaders to understand the intentions and capabilities of the enemy and to
appreciate the pressures on intelligence officers to sometimes tell commanders
what they think the commanders want to hear instead of what the intelligence
discloses. The complex problems associated with intelligence to support
strategic bombardment in the 1940s will strike some readers as uncannily
prescient to global Air Force operations in the 1990s.

A half century ago, accurate, timely intelligence contributed significantly
to victory and hastened the end of World War II. Such a legacy is worth reading
and thinking about by all those responsible for building, maintaining, and
employing air power. How well intelligence is integrated with air operations is
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Foreword

even more important today than it was in the past. It will continue to prove as
critical in the next century as it has been in this one.

RICHARD P. HALLION
Air Force Historian

v



PREFACE

THE MILITARY CALAMITY IN EUROPE in mid-1940 called into serious
question the ability of Great Britain to survive before the German onslaught.
The near collapse of the Soviet Union in late 1941 after Germany's invasion
prompted President Franklin D. Roosevelt to conclude he would eventually
have no choice but to take up active, declared participation in the conflict.
Japan’s attack on Pear] Harbor on December 7, followed by Hitler’s declaration
of war on the United States, decided the how and when. The Japanese attack not
only plunged America into the war; the surprise of that attack underscored the
woeful state of American military intelligence. Unable to meet the demands of
field commanders and planners, military intelligence deficiencies imperiled
efforts of the Army and Navy to defeat the enemies ranged against them
worldwide.

The Army Air Forces (AAF) were particularly deficient in information
about enemy air forces and targets, a situation prompted by the AAF’s
subsidiary position within the Army and by the limited understanding of the
new art of air warfare. Improvements in that understanding and in the
relationships between intelligence analysis and the use of its product in
preparing first-rate offensive and defensive air and joint air-land-sea operations
are the subject of this history.

This volume treats the wartime period between 1941 and 1945, although
preliminary discussion explores the interwar era, a time when the U.S. Army
Air Corps developed an air doctrine that would place such strenuous demands
on air intelligence during World War II. For the wartime period, the study
weighs the impact of air intelligence on doctrine, planning, strategy, tactics,
resources, and joint and combined operations. This history addresses the various
tools of intelligence including ULTRA, MAGIC, photointelligence, and Y
intelligence. Human intelligence, the information from agents knowledgeable
about enemy areas, is addressed in those geographical regions where it
influenced air operations. In recounting events of the Pacific war, place names
are spelled as they were at the time, and Japanese personal names are presented
with the family name preceding the given name.

Works of this nature and magnitude are possible only with the generous
assistance of a variety of institutions and individuals. The authors are indebted
to the Yale University Library for permission to cite and quote from the Henry
L. Stimson Diaries and to the helpful staffs at the Library of Congress,
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Manuscript Division; the National Archives, Military Reference Branch, and the
Washington National Records Center; The U.S. Army Military History
Institute; the Air Force Historical Research Center; Air University Library; and
the Reference Branch at the Air Force History Support Office. A special thanks
is offered to those historians at the Air Force History Support Office who
diligently read and critiqued the numerous early drafts and the publication
division for turning draft work into final form.

Eagle Aviation Services and Technology, Inc. (EAST, Inc.), of Chantilly,
Virginia, researched and wrote this book while under contract to the U.S. Air
Force. The Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, Headquarters,
USAF, provided the funding, while the Air Force History and Museums Pro-
gram served as executive agent for project oversight.

Special thanks are owed Maj. Gen. James C. Pfautz (USAF, Ret.), who
sponsored and fully supported this project while serving as Assistant Chief of
Air Staff, Intelligence, and to Richard H. Kohn, former Air Force Historian,
who saw the work undertaken. It fell to the members of the final review panel
to read the manuscript in its entirety, and to these people the authors owe
special appreciation for their insights and advice. Richard G. Davis, Diane T.
Putney, Herman Wolk, R. Cargill Hall, Eduard Mark, and Col. David Tretler
represented the Office of Air Force History on the panel, while Richard Wolf
participated from the Air Force Intelligence Agency. The panel’s outside
scholars included General Pfautz, who long believed that a historical analysis
of this nature would be of interest to the informed public, B. Franklin Cooling
of the Department of Energy, Ray Cline, formerly of the Office of Strategic
Services and the Central Intelligence Agency, Capt. Roger Pineau (USN, Ret.),
who served as an intelligence officer in the Pacific during World War 11,
Kenneth McDonald of the Central Intelligence Agency, and Edward J. Drea of
the U.S. Army Center for Military History. The suggestions and perspective
offered by the outside scholars were especially helpful.

The authors are indebted to Frank W. Anderson, former NASA deputy
historian and an Air Force intelligence officer during World War II, for the
substantive editorial support he brought to this project and to Barbara Wittig,
project editor for this volume.
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INTRODUCTION

CREATING THE ARMY AIR FORCES’ (AAF’s) intelligence organization
in World War II proved a complicated undertaking, requiring new skills and
technologies to meet a host of demands. Fashioned and completed within four
years, the novel enterprise helped shape the conduct and outcome of that
conflict. Beginning the war with a handful of people pursuing information in
Washington, air intelligence ended the war with thousands of men and women
processing enormous amounts of data and analyzing millions of photographs for
what would soon become America’s newest and most technically oriented
armed service.

Finding that his service had an inadequate understanding of potential enemy
air forces, in May 1939 Maj. Gen. Henry H. “Hap” Armold, Chief of the U.S.
Army Air Corps,* began establishing personal contacts with those who might
help provide it. That month Arnold met unobtrusively at West Point with
Charles A. Lindbergh, the first man to fly solo across the Atlantic and recently
returned from a celebrated tour of Germany. During the meeting, Arnold later
noted, Lindbergh provided more information about the German Air Force’s
“equipment, apparent plans, leaders, training methods and present defects” than
Arnold had as yet received from any other source.' The Army Air Corps began
studying its intelligence requirements that summer, but it had hardly defined
them before America entered World War II. Once in the conflict, in conjunction
with other services and in different regions of the world, the AAF greatly
increased its ability to collect, analyze, and disseminate the information and
material that came to be called air intelligence.

Defining intelligence as it affected air operations was one of the first steps
in creating an intelligence system. Air intelligence included all the information
about an opponent and his military, air, and naval forces that could reduce risk
or uncertainty in planning and conducting air combat operations. Commanders
have always sought such information, but for the AAF the demands of
intelligence gathering and analysis in World War II were beyond the ken of
most of the officers who had served between the wars. When America formally

“The Army Air Corps became the AAF with an Air Staff in June 1941. With
reorganization of the Army on March 9, 1942, the AAF became coequal with the
Army Ground Forces and Army Services of Supply (later the Army Service Forces).
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Piercing the Fog

entered the war, air intelligence was needed for two types of air warfare: tactical
and strategic. Tactical, or operational, air intelligence analysts working in the
war theaters had to locate opposing enemy forces and attempt to define their
size, combat capability, technology, and tactics. Analysts had to locate targets
for the tactical air units that would support the plans of the joint air-ground or
air-sea operations commander.

Strategic intelligence, similar in principle to its tactical counterpart, also
required seeking, analyzing, and disseminating information beyond that needed
to support the direct clash of opposing forces. In pursuing the Allies’ World
War II military aims, strategic air intelligence analysts attempted to identify
German, Italian, and Japanese national war-making resources that could most
effectively be attacked by a limited strategic bomber force. These intelligence
studies also attempted to establish priorities to guide destruction of target
groups as diverse as petroleum refining and distribution, transportation, aircraft
assembly, and steel production. Despite the substantial and growing effort that
airmen applied to this problem, target categories and priorities could not always
be clearly defined, or agreed upon; uncertainty over what was critical to the
enemy’s wartime economy could never be completely eliminated.

Once the analytical process was reasonably complete, the information had
to be imparted to commanding officers so that they might decide how best to
concentrate and use the available air power. Air commanders, for a variety of
reasons, might or might not be willing to accept an intelligence assessment. The
intelligence officers identified the targets they believed should and could be
attacked. But the capabilities of opposing air defenses could not always be
determined precisely, and evidence to support any assessment had to be
convincing. Many commanders exhibited a natural reluctance to accept
another’s suggestions or recommendations because a decision that proved
wrong in combat could be disastrous to their command and career. Ego
sometimes intervened, making it difficult for a commander to accept ideas
counter to his preconceived notions. For intelligence officers, whether stationed
in Washington, Europe, or the Far East, the first important task usually involved
gaining the trust of the senior officer they served. Only then could their work
begin to influence planning and operations.

To be effective, intelligence analysts had to produce information that was
timely and useful to a commander. No matter how perceptively drawn the
intelligence officers’ observations might be, delay in preparation or dissemina-
tion could mean that an operations planning staff received the information too
late. Adjusting to new demands for intelligence and learning to use intelligence
products to best advantage did not always come quickly or easily to the AAF’s
officer corps.

Adding to the challenge, on December 7, 1941, the United States armed
forces had no effective central intelligence organization responsible for
collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data about enemies or potential
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enemies. The Army (War Department) and Navy (Navy Department) each
provided for its own intelligence needs; the War Department’s General Staff
G-2, or Army Intelligence, also fulfilled AAF intelligence needs. The G-2
office had expanded from 22 people in 1939 to 500 in December 1941. With
such rapid growth, few on the G--2 staff were proficient in intelligence work.?
Before the war, the Air Staff had but a small office, the Information Division,
only a part of which attempted to establish contacts with federal agencies able
to provide facts and reports about foreign air power. Fewer than a dozen people
formed this rudimentary air intelligence office.?

A good example of the inadequacy of the ramshackle prewar intelligence
structure of the AAF can be seen in the preparation of the air requirements
annex to the War Department’s Victory Program, generally called AWPD-1.
That air plan, drawn up by a small group of officers during the summer of 1941,
was the initial AAF blueprint for air warfare during World War II. AWPD-1’s
basic premise was to secure victory in Europe by the application of enough
high-altitude aerial bombardment to break down the industrial and economic
structure of Germany while holding the Japanese at bay in the Far East. The
plan envisioned destroying Germany’s electric power production, her
transportation system, and her ability to process petroleum and manufacture
synthetic oil products. AWPD-1 was not an operations plan that laid out such
things as logistics, command arrangements, and base assignments; rather, it
stated the overall purposes of the air offensive and estimated the numbers and
types of aircraft, the amount of bombs needed, the trained people and the overall
time required, and the general target categories and numbers of installations to
be attacked. After the war, Haywood S. Hansell, Jr., one of the plan’s authors
and an officer who had worked in Arnold’s prewar air intelligence office, noted
that not only was strategic intelligence sparse, but the planners had not realized
what immense demands their air plan would make upon the wholly inexperi-
enced air intelligence office. AWPD-1 itself made no provision for gathering
target information, organizing photointerpretation to support the reconnaissance
aircraft, or determining whether targets selected were the correct ones and
whether attacks on them had actually achieved the hoped-for results.* In tactical
air warfare, air intelligence specialists had to deal with a wide range of tactical
problems.

The absence of a central, coordinated intelligence operation doubtless
contributed to the disaster at Pearl Harbor and in the Philippine Islands, where
in one day the Japanese destroyed virtually the whole of the AAF’s strategic and
tactical air capability in the Far East. Throughout the war, no central intelli-
gence activity served either the armed forces or national policy. Prewar creation
of the office of the Coordinator of Information (later called the Office of
Strategic Services [OSS]) and the Joint Intelligence Committee of the Joint
Army-Navy Board (later the Joint Chiefs of Staff [JCS]) were too little and far
too late to solve the problem in the early years of fighting. The OSS was itself
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prevented from developing to its full potential. At no time during the war did
any OSS office, including that of the director, receive deciphered code (ULTRA)
material, except for a small amount from British sources. The full effects of the
disparate and for the most part uncoordinated intelligence efforts varied greatly.
Sometimes the services acted together, as in early 1944 when the U.S. Army,
Navy, and AAF, in conjunction with the Royal Air Force (RAF), divided
worldwide responsibilities for combined air intelligence. This division of labor
essentially recognized existing activities and, by reducing duplication of effort
and increasing the speed of work, partially solved a number of problems.
Although the respective services gained the intelligence tasks they most
preferred, the agreement did not address the core issue of central control of the
collective work, nor did it solve the interservice or organizational problems
faced by the air intelligence specialists in the various war theaters. Perhaps the
extraordinary pressures of total war, the personalities of the leaders involved,
and the conduct of certain sensitive activities—such as the highly secret
cryptanalytical projects of the Army, Navy, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
and Coast Guard—precluded any overarching, centrally controlled intelligence
organization.

After the attack on Pearl Harbor and the Philippines, the need for adequate,
reliable information about the enemy became at times desperate. Between
December 1941 and May 1942, Japanese forces swept throughout Southeast
Asiaand threatened Australia and New Zealand. Having occupied the continent
of Europe, German forces advanced on Moscow, while U-boats savaged Allied
shipping in the Atlantic. Allied leaders clamored for an immediate air offensive
against Germany. Responding to these conditions, the AAF’s wartime
intelligence effort, like the air arm itself, grew rapidly.

Early wartime conditions, to be sure, multiplied pressures on the young air
intelligence officers, most of whom had no previous experience in this arcane
business. They had to respond to demands for intelligence about combat
conditions in almost a dozen theaters of war. Responses to the demands for
intelligence in each region of conflict, as one might imagine, varied greatly. No
theater air force was the equivalent of any other in terms of its size, mission,
organization, personnel, fighting experience, or in its allocation of aircraft and
weapons. So no air intelligence office in any theater working for a major air
commander was quite like any other.

The Assistant Chief of Air Staff (AC/AS), Intelligence, or A-2, supervised
all of the field intelligence operations, though exercising no direct control over
units in the field. This office did have specific duties in support of General
Arnold, of the Twentieth Air Force, and of other Air Staff offices. For the field,
the A-2 provided such things as target folders, area studies, maps, and related
materials. The A-2 also coordinated the assignments of trained intelligence
specialists, directed the operation of stateside intelligence training programs,
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and dealt with the other services or agencies that supported air intelligence
around the world.

Two numbered air forces far removed from one another illustrate the
differences that far-flung air intelligence officers experienced. Facing the
Luftwaffe, the Eighth Air Force in Great Britain could draw on the RAF’s years
of air intelligence experience and on the products of ULTRA’s penetration of the
German Enigma encryption device. From the earliest days of American air
operations in Europe, the Eighth’s intelligence office (and then that of the U.S.
Strategic Air Forces in Europe [USSTAF]) possessed advantages unknown to
airmen in the same line of work in other theaters. Across the Pacific Ocean,
facing Japan’s army and naval air forces, the Fifth Air Force in Australia and
New Guinea had built its air intelligence on the slim base of trained Australian
specialists and the experience of some American airmen who had escaped from
the Philippines and the Netherlands East Indies. The Japanese encryption
methods, particularly those of the Japanese Army, proved extremely difficult
to penetrate, and ULTRA sources in that region were for many months limited
to extracts from the MAGIC diplomatic summaries and to the fruits of U.S. Navy
intelligence efforts in Honolulu, where direction finding, traffic analysis, and
entry into some of the Japanese Navy’s encryption systems shed light on some
of the enemy’s important capabilities and intentions. The size and tasks of air
intelligence in Alaska, China, India, Egypt, or the Central Pacific had to be
tailored to fit the needs of the local Allied command structure and the enemy
situation.

Nor did the number of people assigned in one locale reflect the extent of the
problems addressed or accomplishments made by air intelligence elsewhere.
Differences in enemy forces, climate and terrain, commander’s priorities, chain
of command, availability of information, and the application of new technol-
ogy—all created different circumstances that affected the local A-2’s
involvement in planning, strategy, and tactics. For example, the RAF’s practical
experience in aerial photography operations, its excellent cameras and
reconnaissance aircraft, and, above all, the skilled photointerpreters at RAF
Medmenham (the main British photoreconnaissance center) strongly influenced
creation of a similar and highly productive AAF effort in the British Isles.
Interwar American photographic experimentation had resulted in development
of the wide-angle strip camera excellent for terrain mapping, the long-distance
oblique camera, and high-altitude cameras plus a wide variety of film. The RAF
and the AAF were ideally suited in the advantages each brought to the
Alliance.® Photoreconnaissance and photointerpretation became extremely
important tools for air and ground intelligence everywhere, but, until 1944, in
no other theater were its practitioners as proficient as the American and British
Allies in the United Kingdom.

‘When American air officers in Great Britain realized the importance of
photointelligence to tactical and strategic bombardment, they were convinced



Piercing the Fog

that no modern air force could operate without it. That meant the AAF needed
its own photoreconnaissance organization, if for no other reason than to avoid
dependence on another service or country for this critical intelligence. That
conviction grew among Eighth Air Force leaders, a conviction later conveyed
to Washington: the service had to develop its own photointelligence resources
to support an eventual, separate air force.

In Washington, the air intelligence function had its first reorganization in
March 1943. To focus and concentrate intelligence under a single officer, the
AAF disbanded the Air Staff intelligence operations unit—the Air Forces
Intelligence Service—subsuming much of their work in an expanded A-2.
General Arnold soon changed the direction of air operations intelligence studies
and air operations planning when he created the Committee of Operations
Analysts (COA). The COA, as it became known, drew on intelligence
information from many sources, including A-2, to determine target priorities
for Germany and, later, for Japan. That these priorities, in hindsight, were not
always the most appropriate ones does not gainsay the times when they were
correct nor the importance of a focused attempt to seek the most effective
answers to the most difficult questions involving the employment of strategic
air power.

The COA, although independent of A-2, became one of the primary users
of airintelligence material as it drew up target category recommendations aimed
at destroying German industry and Hitler’s military. Despite the efforts of the
COA and the OSS’s Enemy Objectives Unit (EOU) in London, unforeseen
technical difficulties associated with high-altitude precision daylight bombard-
ment and German air defenses forced changes in the strategic bombardment
planning. In 1944 the COA turned its attention to a similar effort directed at
Japan. In the Orient, persistently inclement weather and high winds aloft (i.e.,
the jet stream) over the Japanese home islands likewise prompted changes in
strategic bombing tactics.” These unanticipated problems only intensified air
intelligence efforts; among many AAF leaders, strategic bombing doctrine
remained virtually an article of faith.

General Arnold’s decision to organize the COA marked a significant
change in the AAF’s recognition and acceptance of air intelligence. The AAF’s
commanding general realized the importance of a target plan that would ensure
the best use of American strategic bombers to destroy an enemy’s capacity to
wage war. Creation of the strategic bombardment forces had, after all, rivaled
or exceeded the investment in the Manhattan Project. Arnold drove his people
relentlessly throughout the war; he knew that the fortunes of a postwar air force
rested on how well he and his service met the war’s demands, and on demon-
strating air power’s importance in ending the war as rapidly as possible.

Enlisting experts from outside the AAF—using businessmen, scholars, and
engineers to analyze prospective target systems—was typical of Arnold. He did
much the same thing for AAF scientific research, enlisting scientists first under
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the direction of Edward L. Bowles, head of the communications division of the
department of electrical engineering at the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, and later the aerodynamics expert, Theodore von Kdrmaén, of the California
Institute of Technology.? But the existence of COA, independent of the Air
Staff, was to many air intelligence officers an indictment of their work, showing
that Arnold did not trust his own A-2 to undertake the targeting assignment—at
least that was the impression of Brig. Gen. Edgar Sorenson, chief of A2 at that
time.

If the hesitancy of the commanding general to place full faith and trust in
his intelligence specialists meant that he judged the young air force to be short
of all the skills needed for independence, it surely implied that A-2 lacked
public and professional stature. Perhaps this accounted for the frequent changes
in the wartime officers assigned as AC/AS, Intelligence. It may also have kept
A-2 from competing effectively with the other service intelligence chiefs for the
resources available, thus leaving the AAF at an operational and political
disadvantage.

Airintelligence within the AAF did compete with other service intelligence
agencies. Turf scraps over roles, missions, and prerogatives continued
throughout World War II and into the postwar period. The most prominent
among the A-2’s rivals, and the organization most reluctant to give the Air
Staff’s intelligence office an unfettered hand, was the War Department General
Staff, G-2. The G-2 served as the main intelligence agency for the U.S. Army,’
setting policy and controlling subordinate offices’ activities and relationships
with other agencies. Since the AAF was a branch of the Army, one or another
of the G-2’s components could be quick to perceive a future diminution of its
own operation and, in classic bureaucratic fashion, refuse to affirm the need for
an independent A-2, or even the need of the A-2 to conduct what easily might
be recognized as pressing air intelligence duties. The enormous undertaking of
the war eventually forced some bureaucratic moderation and increased
autonomy for the A-2; the Army’s main intelligence office, even with its own
internal air intelligence unit, simply could not meet all of the demands for
intelligence information.

Although G-2 staff offices gave up some of their control and allowed
increased latitude of action for A-2 during the war, they always did so
informally. The G-2 chief retained formal authority and responsibility for all
Army intelligence matters, including those of the AAF. By war’s end, the A-2
still existed rather ambiguously as a temporary wartime expedient. The
frustrations of those who worked for air intelligence around the world, but most
especially in Washington, reflected the general frustrations of many in the AAF
who sought recognition as a separate and equal service.

Some in the AAF (and its A-2 office) unquestionably viewed the Army’s
ground officers (and its G-2) as a malevolent force intent on suppressing the air
arm (and its intelligence function), but that perception was unfair. In some
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areas, the G-2 had good reason for refusing the A~2 freedom of action. The
G-2’s Military Intelligence Service never divulged to more than afew of A-2’s
most senior people (who were themselves prohibited from disclosing their
knowledge) the nature and extent of the ULTRA interception and decryption
system. That effort, pursued in conjunction with the British Government Code
and Cypher School, was too important to risk compromising. Unfortunately for
all concerned, the G-2’s refusal to be open about its activities left feelings of
uneasiness, deep frustration, and confusion among A-2 officers throughout the
war.'

Such conflicts were not limited to the Army; serious interservice difficulties
existed as well. For much of the war’s early years, the rival Navy and Army
cryptographers took potshots at one another. In March 1943, E. E. Stone of
Naval Intelligence (OP-20-G, the Navy decrypting agency) wrote to the
Director of Naval Communications, opposing the Army G-2’s suggestion to
merge Army and Navy radio intelligence. Stone remarked on the Army’s
frequent complaints that the Navy was not disclosing vital information by
pointing out that it was information from Navy decrypts of Japanese messages
that made possible the devastating success of General MacArthur’s Fifth Air
Force B-25s and Seventh Fleet PT boats at the battle of the Bismarck Sea.
Stone went on to state, “As for General Strong’s TMaj. Gen. George V. Strong,
G-2] remarks concerning the fact that allocation agreement prevents the Army
from working on material which is vital to it, the fact is the Army has
accomplished practically nothing whatsoever in obtaining operational radio
intelligence.” To support his case, Stone claimed that the Navy had just taken
over from the Army responsibility for a Japanese Army-Navy liaison
cryptographic system used in the Southwest Pacific that the Army had been
unable to solve in a year. Within a week, Stone said, “we made more advance
than the Army [had] in twelve months.”"!

Making matters the more sensitive, soon after Pearl Harbor and the Battle
of Midway, British officials had become uneasy; they did not believe Ameri-
cans could be trusted with full knowledge of the ULTRA effort and the
information it produced. The U.S. services were just too lax with security, the
British believed. British distress increased when the U.S. Navy staged the
“Yamamoto Mission” in April 1943; Great Britain temporarily broke off
negotiations with American officials for sharing ULTRA and MAGIC informa-
tion."? Not until the late spring of 1943 did a G-2 representative travel to
London to be initiated into the closed world of the operational use of ULTRA.
It was months later, perhaps not until early 1944, before General Arnold and his
A-2 gained access to British ULTRA information sent to the G-2 from England.

Arnold learned about the MAGIC Diplomatic Summaries shortly after the
attack on Pearl Harbor, but his formal knowledge of both the European and Far
East versions of ULTRA, the Allies’ most valuable World War II secret, came
much later. In England, the staff of the Eighth Air Force, which planned and
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conducted the daylight strategic bombardment of Germany and occupied
Europe, received information from the British cipher accomplishments at a
much earlier date. Sworn to secrecy, those in the Eighth who knew could
discuss the information with very few others engaged in the same tasks. In
Washington, the Air Staff could claim no such need to know and it remained
largely isolated from ULTRA information. Arnold seems to have learned about
the secret independently, probably from a number of sources, including Maj.
Gen. George C. Kenney home from the Southwest Pacific in March 1943, and
from some of his Eighth Air Force officers in London. Many years after the war,
General George C. Marshall’s biographer recalled that Marshall told him that
he never gave Arnold access “. . . to any of that [ULTRA] material. He found out
on his own.”"® Ever the shrewd politician, Arnold knew that the information
from ULTRA could advance the success of combat operations, and he used it to
the advantage of his service.

At other times, U.S. Navy leaders conducting military operations in the
Pacific sometimes seemed reluctant to release intelligence information to the
AAF. But the Navy-dominated Joint Intelligence Center, Pacific Ocean Area,
headquartered with the Commander-in-Chief Pacific, at Pearl Harbor, normally
maintained harmonious relations with the largely U.S. Army-staffed Southwest
Pacific Area Central Bureau in Brisbane, Australia. In early 1944, Great Britain
and the United States divided air intelligence responsibilities between London
(for the Axis powers in Europe) and Washington (for Japan). The American
military services, in turn, subdivided responsibility for differing aspects of
intelligence operations among the Navy, Army, and the AAF. Although still a
combat arm of the Army, the AAF had considerable autonomy because of
Arnold’s status as a member of the JCS. The AAF became a recognized junior
partner in the worldwide intelligence analysis enterprise.

The division of responsibilities in Washington worked to the AAF’s long-
term advantage, especially when the JCS created the Joint Target Group (JTG)
in September 1944. Directing its attention primarily to target systems in Japan,
but with a continuing side interest in Germany, the JTG functioned as a joint-
service office within and under the auspices of the A-2. Having a predominant
influence in the JTG gave the AAF an advantage after the war, when the B-29
bomber force became the nucleus of a Strategic Air Command. The position of
the AAF as executive agent for joint strategic target planning matched well the
postwar responsibilities that devolved to strategic air power.

By the time of Japan’s surrender in September 1945, the various intelli-
gence organizations of the AAF worldwide exhibited a breadth of abilities and
competence surprising for the short period in which they had existed. That
achievement resulted from appointing well-qualified people from civilian life
to key assignments; associating closely with British and Commonwealth
intelligence agencies; and receiving unstinting support from the nation’s
colleges, universities, and businesses. Many intelligence issues remained to be
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addressed at war’s end, and others would soon surface in the postwar era, when
the United States faced an increasingly truculent and most-secretive former
wartime ally, the Soviet Union.
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CHAPTER 1

Early Intelligence Organization in the
Army Air Corps

INST TTUTIONALIZING MILITARY INTELLIGENCE in the United States
began only in the last years of the nineteenth century, and air intelligence has
been a distinctly twentieth-century phenomenon. The evolution of American air
intelligence in the decades preceding World War II was marked by contention.
Compounding the problems of establishing and then of implementing the new
air intelligence organizations and functions was the relationship between these
issues of air intelligence and the broader questions of the role and position of
the American air forces.

An air force intended primarily to provide direct support to ground forces
would require intelligence different from that required by an air force that had
expanded, “independent” missions. Determining the most effective organization
for the collection, evaluation, and dissemination of air intelligence depended on
both the purpose of the air arm and its position within the military establish-
ment. Given the lack of consensus throughout this period on either the role or
the position of American air forces, the Army’s uncertainty regarding air
intelligence was inevitable.

As late as one month before its entry into World War I, the U.S. Army
lacked any form of air intelligence organization. In the course of that war, the
development of the U.S. Army’s Air Service spawned several organizations,
both in Washington and with the American Expeditionary Force (AEF) in
France, concerned with air intelligence or air information, as it was variously
called. Despite the broad application of air power during that conflict, most
American Army officers came away convinced the Air Service would remain
subordinate to the dominant ground forces. To the extent they thought about it,
air intelligence (by whatever title) involved primarily the use of airplanes and
balloons to obtain information regarding enemy military forces to support an
Army commander’s decisions. At times, it also included the collection and
evaluation of information regarding the air forces of real or potential enemies;
on this information British, French, and, later, American flyers planned their
earliest counterair missions in attacks on German airfields.
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Events in the war and visions of future aviation developments convinced
some airmen that air power had a role beyond immediate support for ground
forces. If so, air intelligence had to include a much wider scope and had to be
the responsibility of individuals and agencies able to understand and best use
1t.

In the years between the world wars, issues of air intelligence in the United
States were closely linked with the more fundamental questions of the role of
air power and its place in the military establishment. The air intelligence
struggles of this period centered on two axes, organizational and functional.
Organizational disputes involved questions of the importance of air intelligence
and the determination of which offices within the War Department should be
responsible for the relevant information. Initially addressed within the context
of the War Department General Staff (WDGS) structure, enactment of the Air
Corps Act of 1926 initiated debates among elements of the Air Corps as well.

Functional arguments involved more conceptual questions of what
constituted air intelligence. In the 1920s airmen agreed that the collection and
evaluation of data necessary to compile the air order of battle (OB) and the
gathering of other data relevant to foreign air forces were the main tasks of air
intelligence. By the mid-1930s, airmen were developing the concept of strategic
air warfare; they argued it was no longer sufficient to know the enemy’s
immediate military capability either in the air or on the ground. Despite their
efforts to promote the doctrine of strategic bombardment, even they failed to
fully grasp the true extent of the collection and analysis tasks such a doctrine
implied.

The revolutionary nature of the strategic bombing doctrine developed at the
Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS) at Maxwell Field, Alabama, required a
comprehensive understanding of an enemy’s economic system, with special
emphasis on war production and its underlying support factors. No American
air war theorist fully understood this, although some like Muir S. Fairchild
developed an early appreciation for the task. The failure, perhaps inevitable, to
resolve basic issues regarding American air power before World War II made
the development of an adequate air intelligence capability almost impossible.
Moreover, the neglect the Army and the Army Air Corps as institutions
demonstrated toward intelligence compounded these inherent problems. When
Japanese bombs fell on Pearl Harbor and Clark Field, the U.S. Army and its
AAF still lacked a complete grasp of what air intelligence entailed, what it was
supposed to accomplish, and how it should be organized.

American Air Intelligence in World War I

When the United States declared war on the Central Powers in April 1917,
military intelligence reflected the general state of unpreparedness in which the
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Army found itself. Maj. Gen. Peyton C. March, wartime Chief of Staff, recalled
that when the United States went to war, the Army intelligence organization
consisted of two officers and two clerks. On May 23, 1917, in the General
Staff’s War College Division, a Military Intelligence Section opened, and in
February 1918, a separate Military Intelligence Division (MID) replaced the
section. Finally, on August 26, 1918, the Army indicated its appreciation of
military intelligence by elevating it to one of the four coordinate divisions of the
General Staff, under the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, or G—2. The MID
became the operating agency supporting the policy-making G-2; by the end of
the war, the MID consisted of 282 officers, 29 noncommissioned officers, and
948 civilian employees.! With the wartime growth of the Army’s intelligence
service, a specialized study of similar needs of air commanders became clear.

The genesis of American air intelligence occurred with the reorganization
of the Army’s air arm, the Signal Corps’ Aeronautical Division, on March 19,
1917. This reorganization created an Air Intelligence Section in Washington to
collect and file foreign aeronautical data (primarily of a technical nature, e.g.,
engine performance, aircraft characteristics, armament developments). This
office, which was soon renamed the Information Section, would distribute this
information as digests to Army aviation units.’

The American declaration of war made the work of the Intelligence Section
markedly easier. As long as the United States was a nonbelligerent, military
observers found it difficult to obtain information on the European air forces.
‘When the United States joined the Allies in April 1917, British, French, Italian,
and Russian missions hurried to Washington, bringing technical information on
friendly and enemy air forces and seeking American material assistance.™ When
President Woodrow Wilson transferred aviation from the Signal Corps to the
new Air Service in May 1918, this section became the Air Service’s Aeronauti-
cal Information Branch. For the most part, the branch received its information
through the MID, but in August 1918 the General Staff authorized the Air
Service to send about twenty officers to Europe to keep it informed of activities
and developments of the Air Service, AEF.’

In organizing his intelligence function within the AEF after his arrival in
June 1917, General John J. Pershing adhered to the existing doctrine that a
theater army commander was responsible for combat intelligence in his area of
operations. Pershing established an Intelligence Section and classified it as the
Second Section (G-2) General Headquarters (GHQ) AEF.* The GHQ Intelli-
gence Section (G-2) included the MID (G-2-A), whose subfunctions included
Air Intelligence (G-2-A-7). At HQ AEF in Paris, different sections of G-2-A-7
worked on interrogation of captured airmen, enemy air OB, bombing targets,
technical information, and enemy air activity.

*For a time in the summer of 1917, Maj Henry H. Arnold, later Commanding
General of the AAF, was the officer in charge of this section.
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The G-2-A-7 people also supervised branch intelligence officers (BIOs)
attached to each army headquarters and each army observation and bombing
group at a ratio of one per corps observation group and one per observation or
bombing squadron operating independently at the front lines. The BIOs were
neither pilots nor agrial observers; they were frequently strangers to the flying
units for which they were expected to perform briefing and interrogation work.
The BIOs were attached rather than assigned to the flying units because G-2
GHQ AFF insisted on having an integrated intelligence organization.” The
importance of the G-2-A-7 organization stemmed from the command
relationships between air and ground forces within the AEF. In France, the Air
Service AEF did not have operational control over flying units. It existed to
provide logistical, administrative, training, and personnel support for the
conduct of air combat operations. Operational air units were attached to and
were under the control of divisions, corps, and armies. Information relating to
air operations largely flowed through ground army channels.®

Its supporting role did not prevent the Air Service AEF from developing its
own internal air intelligence capability. Inspired by the Air Information Section
in Washington, Lt. Col. Thomas D. Milling succeeded in establishing an
Intelligence Section, Training Department, Air Service AEF under the guise of
the Air Service’s responsibility to train American aviation personnel and units.
When it opened in December 1917, the unit’s initial purpose was to serve as an
acquisition and distribution point for aeronautical information useful for
training. The section soon moved to Tours, France, and was redesignated the
Information Section, Air Service (ISAS), AEF.

The G-2 of Pershing’s GHQ AEF assumed responsibility for acquiring and
distributing intelligence information about the enemy’s intentions. The ISAS
was to collect and pass on information needed for education in the latest
developments in aerial activity. In March 1918, the Information Section,
together withradio, photography, and balloon activities, became a group headed
by Col. Charles DeForest Chandler. The scope of the Information Section’s
mission broadened to encompass the collecting, filing, editing, compiling, and
distributing of all military and technical aeronautical information received from
any source. Additional responsibilities were the collection and publishing of
instructional material on airplanes and engines. The functions of the Informa-
tion Section complemented those of G-2-A-7 in that the latter concentrated
primarily on current intelligence, while the former addressed information less
immediately critical ®

During the war, the ISAS AEF issued over 300 bulletins relative to
American, Allied, and enemy aviation, including, by directive, “Tactical and
strategical lessons learned at the front . . . [and] technical information of enemy
inventions and enemy usages of their air service.” After the war, the Air Service
retyped many of these bulletins on its own stencils in Washington, issuing them
as circulars to influence tactical thinking. In the last months of hostilities, the
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Information Section received the additional task of preparing an elaborate Air
Service AEF history, a function thought necessary to capture all the lessons
learned during the war.®

“Before our entry into the war,” General Pershing wrote, “European
experience had shown that military operations can be carried out successfully
and without unnecessary loss only in the light of complete and reliable
information of the enemy.”'® The invention of the aeroplane provided another
means by which to obtain this information. In preparing for war, European
armies had expected to use observation balloons, dirigibles, and airplanes for
aerial scouting: The conflict was only weeks old when events proved the value
of the new machine in this capacity.

Reconnaissance by the British Royal Flying Corps in August 1914 provided
timely and accurate reports of German dispositions. These, according to the
British field commander, “proved of great value” and helped “to avert danger
and disaster” in the Battle of Mons."' In September, the Royal Flying Corps’
discovery of a gap between German armies and the exposed right flank of the
advancing forces set the stage for the Battle of the Marne, which prevented an
early German victory. According to the official British historian of World War
I, the senior Allied commander, Marshal J. J. Joffre, owed British aviators “the
certainty which had enabled him to make his plans in good time.”"?

Nor were French or German aviators less active. French flyers flew more
than 10,000 reconnaissance missions in the first months of the war, especially
to provide aerial fire adjustment for the mobile French 75-mm field guns. Aerial
observation became a specialty of the French Air Force. According to Field
Marshal Erich Ludendorff, German artillery also achieved “better shooting by
means of aerial observation.”"?

During the period of trench warfare between the winter of 1914 and the
German spring offensive of 1918, aerial observation became increasingly
sophisticated, to include aerial photography of enemy trench systems and troop
concentrations. To blind the enemy’s reconnaissance while preventing him from
doing the same to one’s own capability led to the rapid evolution of aerial
combat. In the last phase of the war Allied aviation again provided timely
information on German troop dispositions and movements as they retreated. It
also supported ground offensives, including tank operations, with fire support
and immediate reconnaissance. Recalling this experience in a lecture in 1930,
the future commander of the Allied Expeditionary Air Force (AEAF) during the
Normandy invasion, Air Marshal (then Wing Commander) Trafford L. Leigh-
Mallory, observed, “The vital importance to an armored force commander of air
information cannot be emphasized too highly. . . .”*

Senior U.S. Army leaders recognized the vital role aerial observation had
played in the war. Referring to intelligence in his posthostilities report, General
Pershing noted that “warfare with battle lines separated by short distances only,
makes possible the early acquirement of information. . . .” While there were
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many means to obtain this information, he went on, “With us the simple
methods, such as observation from the air {emphasis added] and ground and the
exploitation of prisoners and documents, have proved more effective than the
less direct means.”"

For ground commanders, the World War I experience contributed to a
perspective that defined air intelligence largely as the use of aircraft to collect
information usable by ground commanders. This stemmed from the fact that
most of the activity of Air Service units (which were in combat only seven
months) was directly tied to ground operations, either in observation or artillery
spotting or in direct combat support through strafing and bombing of enemy
positions. World War I, including the limited Air Service AEF experience,
showed that aviation had more than one role and therefore required more than
one form of air intelligence.

The report of the Chief of G-2-A-7 (Office of Air Intelligence) at GHQ
AFF illustrated clearly that most of the work done by his office involved
information not immediately related to either observation or direct support.
Rather, it dealt with the collection, evaluation, and dissemination of information
necessary to conduct air operations apart from support. The Air Order of Battle
Section obtained and kept current information on “enemy air and balloon units,
enemy airdromes, and the organization of the enemy’s Air Service” for
inclusion in the daily Summary of Air Information. Recognizing the effects that
individual leaders can have on an air unit, G-2-A-7 kept a file on “prominent
German airmen . . . with a view to determining what might be expected of any
new unit to which these flyers were assigned . . . and to determine which
German air units were the most prominent. . . .” Each month the G-2-A-7 office
distributed a map and list of airdromes showing the location, size in hangars,
sheds, estimated capacity, and units present. Much of this information came
from photographs, and reports always distinguished between visual reportage
and photographic confirmation. Changes in enemy dispositions were relayed in
the daily Summary of Air Information.'

The Enemy Activity Section concentrated on air rather than on ground
forces. The office sought to determine where the enemy was most active
(seeking thereby to ascertain his intentions), to monitor developments in enemy
tactics, and to understand the German system of training as a means of
evaluating strengths and weaknesses. Information came from observers at
antiaircraft (AA) batteries, postmission interviews (in modern terminology,
debriefings), prisoners, and captured documents. The report referred, for
example, to “two captured German documents, showing how pursuit and battle
planes were to operate over the lines, [which] proved to be of great value to
Allied airmen.” Officers from G-2-A-7 met weekly with Allied counterparts to
exchange information."

Even less immediately related to the support of ground forces were the
duties of the Bomb Target Section. Although the war ended before plans for
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extensive offensive air strikes could be implemented, by November 1918 the
AEF had developed target folders on such systems as railroad stations and
switching yards, manufacturing plants, and billeting areas and supply dumps in
Germany. Compilation and distribution of this information was primarily the
responsibility of the Bomb Target Section, which also monitored the results of
Allied and American bombing attacks and the location of enemy barrage
balloons, AA batteries, and searchlights. Some of the section’s work was quite
sophisticated. Referring to an analysis of railroad systems behind enemy lines,
for example, its report noted: “Narrow-gauge roads, main lines and railway
centers were observed, to determine at which points [the} most damage could
be done. Photographs were taken, maps made and statistics compiled on the
amount and importance of traffic going through various centers. When
complete, this information was sent to operations officers . . . and after they had
made their decisions, maps and photographs of the targets decided upon were
sent to the bombing squadrons which were to carry out the raids.”'® In sum, by
the end of the war airmen could see a requirement for intelligence to contribute
to the effective preparation and conduct of air operations that might or might
not be immediately tied to ground force activities.

Air Intelligence in the 1920s

Forthe postwar Air Service, the organizational struggles over responsibility for
air intelligence began with the Army Reorganization Act of 1920. This
legislation generally reflected the desire of General Pershing, who had become
Chief of Staff in 1919, to organize U.S. Army headquarters in Washington
along the lines of the wartime AEF. The WDGS now included five divisions:
Personnel (G-1), Military Intelligence (G-2), Operations and Training (G-3),
Supply (G—4), and War Plans. Theoretically coequal, the chiefs of all the offices
were brigadier generals, except for the G-2 who was generally a colonel.

The duties of the Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence (G-2), included the
requirement to support the War Plans Division (WPD) in strategic planning and
to provide War Department intelligence to field commanders at the outbreak of
hostilities. In postwar reductions, the MID of G-2 was cut to 25 officers and 52
civilians by 1924, where it would remain until modestly increased in 1940, The
number of military and assistant military attachés dropped drastically from a
high of 94 in November 1918. In spite of the rapid expansion and growth of
aviation, the War Department usually authorized Air Service officers as
assistant military attachés only in London, Paris, and Rome."

The Air Corps Act of 1926 provided additional representation for air
matters on the WDGS. A new G-2 Air Section (shortly elevated to the more
important status of a branch) was responsible for policy matters and questions
pertaining to the use of Air Corps personnel in combat intelligence, aerial
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photography and mapping, codes and communications between air and ground,
and advice on special studies. The first head of the Air Section was an
experienced Air Corps officer, Maj. Joseph T. McNarney. As specified by the
Air Corps Act, in 1930 the G-2 Intelligence Branch absorbed the separate Air
Branch.”

Within the Air Service, air intelligence organizations and functions also
changed in the immediate postwar years. In January 1919, Maj. Gen. Mason M.
Patrick, Chief of the Air Service, approved a plan to phase out the Information
Section, Air Service, AEF, and transfer its key personnel and printing
equipment to Washington to join a new Information Group, the Office of
Director of Air Service. In May 1919, Air Service orders specified the principal
function of this Information Group as “the gathering and dissemination of all
information of value to the Air Service.” The Air Service reorganization
required that the new Information Group maintain a library, and the Air Service
declared it “essential that copies of all reports, manuals, pamphlets, and
publications of a tactical, technical, or engineering nature received in the Air
Service be furnished that Group in order that its library may be kept up to
date.”

Maj. Horace Hickam, the first Information Group Chief, divided his office
into collection, dissemination, and library divisions, plus a special division
charged with responsibility for preparing congressional correspondence and
distributing information to the public press. Hickam also believed the
Information Group should be “the central publishing office of the Air Service,
whether the output be rigging charts, handbooks, folders, tactical bulletins,
curricula, technical reports, organizational diagrams, or the like.” Such
freewheeling notions drew protests from others within the Air Service. One
charge stated the Information Group was “attempting altogether too much and
a good part of the work being undertaken is of little or no value to the service
in general.”?

The Information Group also specified that all assistant military attachés for
air (in Paris, London, Rome, and The Hague) should be conversant with new
aeronautical developments in the United States and the countries to which they
were accredited. Toward this end, the Air Service Engineering Division in
January 1920 prepared a questionnaire for London and Paris specifying
technical information wanted in the fields of electrical equipment, instruments,
parachutes, radios, and aerial photography. From London, the air attaché
remonstrated that it was no simple matter to secure technical information (the
individual had to be versed in aviation developmental programs). Regardless
that the British Air Ministry was quite reluctant to release technical information,
the questionnaire technique persisted nevertheless.”

Despite the activities of the attachés, in 1920 Brig. Gen. Billy Mitchell
complained about a lack of aeronautical information from overseas. Allegedly
to get the flamboyant Mitchell off the scene while the Washington Naval
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Two of the early leaders of the air component of the U.S. Army, Maj. Gen. Mason M.
Patrick (left), Chief of the Air Service in the 1920s, and, standing beside him, his gifted
and troublesome subordinate, Brig. Gen. William Mitchell. General Mitchell’s court
martial in 1925 became a national showcase for the new, progressive ideas of the
Army’s air arm. As Col. Carl A. Spaatz said of his own testimony at the trial, “They
can’t do anything to you when you’re under oath and tell them answers to their
question.”

Disarmament negotiations were in progress, General Patrick sent Mitchell, with
his aide, Lt. Clayton Bissell, and acronautical engineer Alfred Verville, on an
inspection trip to France, Italy, Germany, Holland, and England during the
winter of 1921-1922. Mitchell was apparently pleasantly received on his trip,
but soon after his visit to Paris and London, the British and French governments
began to pose demands for technical information in exchange for what they had
given him. Some of the questions went beyond limited technical matters. The
French, for example, wanted to know American military opinion regarding
“giant or very powerful” military aircraft and multiengine planes.?

By 1925 the duty tours of the Air Service air attachés assigned to postwar
European capitals at the end of the war were close to completion. At this
juncture, the Air Service Engineering Division recommended that all air
attachés be graduates of the Air Service Engineering School and that they be
brought back to the United States at least once a year to remain current on
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aeronautical developments in progress. This proposition had merit, but the Air
Service did not think its appropriations would stand the expense of so much
foreign travel. The Engineering Division dismissed a countersuggestion that it
send development engineers on temporary duty to European capitals, perhaps
on a yearly basis. Too few commissioned air engineering officers were left in
the postwar Air Service to allow such a dispersion of effort.” The Air Service
and its successor, the Air Corps, nevertheless looked with favor upon overseas
travel by air officers on leave time. In 1928, for example, one active-duty
engineering officer, Lt. Victor E. Bertrandais, visited Great Britain and France
and filed a very astute report on aviation factories he had visited. Bertrandais
concluded that “the United States surpasses England and France in production
methods and as a whole our workmanship and aircraft practices are far superior
to anything observed in England and France.”? (In World War 11, Bertrandais
would be an effective chief of supply and maintenance for General Kenney in
the Southwest Pacific.)

The creation of the Air Corps in 1926 had little immediate impact on air
intelligence in a functional sense, although it did result in the inevitable
restructuring in Washington. An Air Corps Information Division, Office of the
Chief of Air Corps (OCAC), replaced the Air Service Information Group.
Divided into four sections—air intelligence, photography, publications, and
press relations—the Information Division was charged to collect “essential
aeronautical information from all possible sources.” This information would
include “the uses of aircraft in war, including the organization of the various air
forces of the world, tactical doctrines, types of aircraft used, and organization
of the personnel operating and maintaining aircraft.”®” Except for the responsi-
bility of the intelligence section to support War Department strategic planning,
the Information Division of OCAC remained a collection agency. The
intelligence section routinely received foreign intelligence through the MID and
maintained liaison with the Air Branch. A magazine and book library was
begun. The intelligence section also tried to compile digests of foreign aviation
information and compare foreign air forces. This potential workload far
exceeded the Intelligence Section’s capabilities, since for many years it was
manned by only one officer and two to five civilians.”

Air Intelligence in the Early 1930s

While the assistant military attachés in the major European capitals remained
the principal source of information on foreign aviation developments, the Air
Corps detailed an officer once each year to visit Japan and compile a report on
aircraft developments there. These efforts notwithstanding, the Air Corps by no
means considered itself fully informed about aircraft development overseas,
primarily because foreign nations now imposed restrictions on information of
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potential military value. Italy, France, and England all had far more stringent
secrecy measures than did the United States. The Japanese imposed particularly
severe constraints on the acquisition of military and naval information, and they
limited access strictly to what they wanted foreign representatives to see. One
reason for this militant secrecy may have been their knowledge that in the 1920s
the United States had been intercepting and translating Japanese messages to
their negotiators at the Washington Naval Disarmament Conference. In 1929,
when the new Secretary of State, Henry L. Stimson, learned of this accomplish-
ment, he reputedly reacted strongly. Such interceptions of foreign governmental
communications, he was said to have decried, were “highly unethical.” In
reaction to the secretary’s order that such activity cease, Herbert O. Yardley,
former head of the War-State Cipher Bureau, published a book in 1931 that
revealed the extent of U.S. code breaking. The Japanese quickly changed their
cipher system and reacted coldly to American requests for air information.”

While the State Department no longer participated in cryptanalysis, the War
and Navy Departments continued to do so, each on its own. In the War
Department, however, code interception was handled as a communications
function within the Signal Intelligence Service of the Chief Signal Officer, and
was thus outside the purview of the MID and other military intelligence
channels.*

Developments concerning accessibility to military information from other
nations occurred at the same time other modifications of relevance to air
intelligence were happening within the United States itself. One of the most
important of these was a shift in thinking about strategic war plans, the results
of which had clear implications for air planning and intelligence. When the
United States began to prepare strategic war plans in 1904, they were color
coded by nation: RED for Great Britain, BLACK for Germany, GREEN for
Mexico, and ORANGE for Japan. The development of Japanese militancy in the
1920s engendered an ongoing review of ORANGE plans and a continuing
estimate that Japan was the most likely future adversary for the United States.
Although a combined British-Japanese (RED-ORANGE) attack on the United
States was not likely, it did assume an important role in American war planning
in the 1930s as a worst-case situation.

The Army Reorganization Act of 1920 had confirmed the U.S. Army’s
traditional mission of defense of the coasts and sea frontiers of the United
States. Several years later the Air Corps Act made a distinction between air
service aviation (observation) and a GHQ Air Force that would probably be
committed against an enemy before the surface forces engaged. Responsibility
for coastal defense and the potential requirement for GHQ Air Force to strike
before ground forces were employed assumed additional significance in 1922.
In that year the Washington Naval Treaty imposed a quota upon American,
British, and Japanese capital ships that would have given the latter two nations
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naval superiority over the U.S. Navy in the rather unlikely event of a RED-
ORANGE attack.

It was under these circumstances that Army Chief of Staff General Douglas
MacArthur and the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral W. V. Pratt, reached an
agreement concerning coastal defense. As described by MacArthur, “Under it
the Naval air forces will be based on the fleet and move with it as an important
element in performing the essential missions of the fleet afloat. The Army air
forces will be land based and employed as an element of the Army in carrying
out its missions of defending the coasts, both in the homeland and in overseas
possessions.”" The Army Air Corps took seriously its responsibility to defend
the United States and its territories from naval or air attack. One of the
considerations in its efforts to develop a long-range bomber (the B—17 and later
the B—29) was the militarily sound principle of locating and defeating an enemy
as far from one’s shores as possible. The issue of the air forces’ strategic
defensive role would become entangled in doctrinal and bureaucratic struggles
with the U.S. Navy and in debates over strategic offensive operations. In March
1938 the Air Corps identified its primary task as defense of the United States
against air attack, to be achieved by “destruction of enemy aviation at its
bases.”™

The strategic focus of RED-ORANGE planning marked a change from earlier
War Department emphasis on intelligence training for field combat to training
and preparation for hemispheric defense. In 1926, War Department Training
Regulation (TR) 210-5 had focused wholly on intelligence support for Army
surface combat. By 1932, the Command and General Staff School (C&GSS) at
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, responsible for the Army’s principal intelligence
training, began to advance a tentative doctrine more suited to strategic
intelligence. This approach argued intelligence estimates had to be determined
by enemy capabilities existing at a given time and projected into the future.”
Such an approach called for an analysis of the enemy’s potential as well as his
current capability; this, in turn, required greater insight into his industrial
structure. The requirement for air forces to strike the enemy at a distance from
the United States called for a more detailed knowledge of areas at least within
the Western Hemisphere and, as technology progressed, perhaps even farther
afield. At any rate, the 1938 objective of achieving air defense of the United
States by destroying the enemy at his bases clearly called for a broader scope
of intelligence requirements than was needed simply to support ground forces.

The thrust of strategic thinking toward hemispheric defense also caused
subtle changes in the status of the Information Division, OCAC, even though
no changes were made in its official charter. According to War Department
regulation, the OCAC Plans Division provided information for the General
Staff’s strategic planning. The office could not meet the demands placed on it,
so others moved to fill the void. In July 1933, Lt. Col. Walter R. Weaver, chief
of the Information Division, complained to the acting executive officer of the
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OCAC that the Plans Division was exceeding its authority by collecting and
evaluating intelligence on foreign military forces. Plans Division responded by
pointing out that the Information Division had failed to provide the necessary
data. Weaver then used the ensuing dispute to urge that his division be manned
adequately to accomplish its data-collection tasks.*

Maj. Gen. Benjamin D. Foulois, Chief of the Air Corps, supported the
argument that the Information Division was, in Weaver’s words, “G-2 for the
Air Corps.” In the depths of the depression, the division could not be enlarged,
and it continued to perform this function with the insufficient manpower then
available.* This controversy between Plans and Information in mid-1933 was
to a certain extent only a small paper storm, but it reflected the buffeting
institutional air intelligence would take in debates that would arise later in the
decade as a result of strategic air planning.

A more significant problem arose with the creation of the GHQ Air Force
in March 1935. Because the GHQ Air Force was a mobilization day (M-day)
force (i.e., it had to be prepared to conduct combat operations at the outset of
hostilities), it was directly responsible to the Chief of Staff. In terms of
intelligence, airmen recognized this requirement would preclude the WDGS
from making information available to an operational commander on the
outbreak of hostilities. GHQ Air Force argued that its status demanded
additional autonomy in air intelligence, both for following foreign technical
developments and for planning air operations beyond the lines of, and before the
employment of, Army surface forces. The WDGS G-2 rebutted that such a
duplication of intelligence systems was an unnecessary expense hardly likely
to be funded by an economy-minded Congress. GHQ Air Force was authorized
an intelligence section, and in August 1935 a GHQ Air Force memorandum
declared, “This headquarters, in cooperation with the Office of the Chief of the
Air Corps and the WDGS, is responsible for duties pertaining to War Depart-
ment Intelligence.”””’

While the Army MID fretted that the activation of the GHQ Air Force
would threaten its status as the hub of military intelligence, more immediate
problems arose within the Air Corps itself from uncertain and somewhat
contentious relations between the OCAC Information Division and GHQ Air
Force Intelligence. The OCAC wanted to handle all air intelligence functions
except those applicable to GHQ Air Force maneuvers and exercises or
specifically required as contributions to U.S. war plans in which GHQ Aiir Force
might be involved. The OCAC argued the general mission of collecting,
evaluating, and disseminating air intelligence was an OCAC information
function. GHQ Air Force wished to have the Information Division transfer
material from the MID and to develop and supply maps. The GHQ staff
maintained that all combat air intelligence in war and intelligence training
within assigned units in peacetime were inherent functions of its commanding
general. When a joint Army-Navy war plan was approved, for example, the
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GHQ Air Force commander would be required to submit his detailed plan of
operations, whether the plan was for independent air action or operations in
connection with surface force warfare.®

The GHQ Air Force had clear jurisdiction over the instruction, training, and
tactical employment of its combat units and personnel, including intelligence
personnel. Notenough Air Corps intelligence officers were available to perform
the required intelligence activities in the operating units. Since such people were
thought to be chiefly useful in times of combat, intelligence sections (called S-2
in lower-level units) in each of the three GHQ Air Force combat wings were
usually first to experience staff reductions. S—2 sections were called upon to
give most of their time to public relations, considered an intelligence function
because it involved release of military information to the public, counterpropa-
ganda, and, in time of war, censorship.” Some time was required to work out
these contentious issues, and remnants of disputes among combat air forces, the
central air establishment, and the G-2 would linger throughout World War II.

The Air Corps Tactical School and Air Intelligence

The different interpretations regarding responsibility for air intelligence that
existed within the Air Corps in the 1930s would shortly be overshadowed by
even more serious disagreements between soldiers and airmen. At the center of
these disputes were the fundamental issues of the role of air power and an air
force’s position in the national defense establishment. These larger issues
affected basic questions of air intelligence, including what constituted air
intelligence, and which groups were best able to obtain, evaluate, and
disseminate this material. These questions would not be resolved before the
United States entered the next world war, but the center for much of the Air
Corps’ prewar air warfare thinking was the ACTS at Maxwell Field. Most of the
AAF’s World War II combat leaders spent one or more assignments at ACTS,
and its influence on plans, doctrine, and the personal relationships of these men
should not be overlooked.

Differences regarding the employment of air power were clearly evident in
1934 when General MacArthur called upon the WPD, WDGS, to prepare an
Army position on air warfare to be published as TR 440-15, Employment of the
Air Forces of the Army. The initial draft by WPD asserted that the “land
campaign” was “the decisive factor in war.” While air eperations would be
intensive at the beginning of a war, the advantages of *“‘alluring’ air mission at
such a time should be weighed against the requirement to keep superior air
forces in being to support operations which would take place after the ground
armies made contact. The greatest part of the [draft] paper dealt with the
employment of air forces in continental defense.”*
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In a strongly worded critique of the WPD draft, the ACTS proclaimed that
the regulation was too narrowly predicated on the geographic isolation of the
United States and focused too tightly on ground operations. In reality, the ACTS
paper rejoined, “The principal and all important missions of air power, when its
equipment permits, is the attack of those vital objectives in a nation's economic
structure [emphasis added] which will tend to paralyze that nation’s ability to
wage war and thus contribute to the attainment of the ultimate objective of war,
namely, the disintegration of the will to resist.” Very little of the thought in the
ACTS critique appeared in the regulation as officially published on October 15,
1935. The regulation recognized “that a phase of air operations would probably
precede the contact of the surface forces and that the outcome of this phase
would exert a potent influence upon subsequent operations. . . . [Tlhe effect
which air forces were capable of producing and the extent to which they would
influence warfare [were] still undetermined.”*' Despite its limited impact on TR
440-15, the ACTS’s critique was of great significance, for it expounded clearly
and forcefully the fundamental differences in soldiers’ and airmen’s concepts
on the employment of air power. While not ignoring the role of air power in
support of the land campaign and continental and hemispheric air defense, the
ACTS developed and taught what can be described most accurately as
revolutionary concepts about the employment of air power in strategic
offensive—concepts that had broad implications for air intelligence, but
implications that were not fully recognized, even by airmen.

Broadly defined, officers at the ACTS argued that strategic air power, as
manifested primarily by the B—17 aircraft, could be decisive by bringing about
the collapse of both the means and the will of an adversary to <onduct war. The
ACTS maintained that identification and destruction of so-called vital targets
within an industrial nation’s economic structure would be decisive, i.e., would
win the war. It does not appear that the school’s proponents of this concept for
strategic bombardment fully grasped the significance of the interrelationship
between strategic targeting of an industrial state and the need, let alone the
difficulties, of acquiring and then analyzing vast amounts of economic data.
Indeed, a central figure in all air planning in the 1930s, and for much of World
War II as well, Maj. Gen. Haywood S. Hansell, Jr., admitted that to the best of
his knowledge nobody seems to have recognized, as late as 1939, the critical
need to conduct industrial analysis if the concept of strategic air attack was to
be translated into practice.* This lack of understanding by proponents of
strategic air attack led to conditions wherein civilian analysts assumed
responsibility for key intelligence tasks. In the area of economic analysis and
industrial targeting, civilians eventually took the lead from the uniformed
military in World War IL

Although the ACTS people recognized that U.S. military policy was
defensive, they reasoned that only offensive actions could win a war. The same
group also rationalized that in a war against a major adversary in Burope, allied
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bases would be available for land-based U.S. aviation.” In the school year
1933-1934, Maj. Donald Wilson was instructor in charge of the Air Force
course. In this course, Wilson visualized future wars for survival between
industrial nations that depended upon a closely knit and interdependent
industrial fabric to support their war efforts. He maintained that precision air
attacks against essential elements could collapse the industrial fabric of a
nation; as few as three main systems—e.g., transportation, electric power, and
steel manufacture—would suffice.* As air power thinkers struggled with
defining the role of an air force, they began to glimpse the implications of
intelligence for expanded air operations. In planning the school year 1935~
1936, Lt. Col. H. A. Dargue, the school’s assistant commandant, stated that
military intelligence had always been approached from a ground warfare point
of view; at best, air intelligence had been considered to involve the enemy’s air
combat forces. The ACTS, he now declared, must pay more attention to an
expanded view of air intelligence, which included studies of each of the major
powers, their military and economic policies, economic and political structures,
raw materials, geography, and known and potential air bases.*

In 1935-1936, intelligence data of major nations provided by the MID did
not include the depth of information required by Dargue’s view of air operations
against an opponent’s industrial fabric. The War Department went so far as to
forbid independent school examination of the economies of foreign countries,
arguing that such was the responsibility of the MID.* Almost immediately, the
ACTS staff sought a way around the restriction that they saw as hampering their
analysis of air power. One method of addressing such issues as the identifica-
tion of appropriate economic target systems and how best to destroy or cripple
them through air operations without violating War Department prohibitions was
to study the industrial fabric of the United States as a concomitant of a
defensive military policy.

In the spring of 1936, a group of ACTS students, including Majors Byron
E. Gates and Robert M. Webster, launched a study of potential attack against
the northeastern United States. The scenario called for a RED (British) offensive
to take the form of a sustained strategic air offensive, surprise raids against vital
points in the U.S. industrial system, or establishment and defense of advanced
naval and air bases in Canada. The study concluded that little prospect existed
for RED to invade and establish bases in Canada because of the tremendous
shipping tonnage required to move it into the area in the face of determined U.S.
opposition. Without forward bases, a sustained land-based strategic air
offensive with relatively short-range aircraft would be impossible. But RED had
aircraft carriers, and the committee warned that surprise air attacks or sabotage
could disrupt “certain key points” in the northeastern United States “‘upon which
the capacity of the United States to produce the munitions of war depends.”*’

Out of this initial study, the ACTS officers continued an analysis of the
organic economic systems that, if neutralized, would paralyze a modern state.
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The RED attack scenario identified the U.S. electric power system as the heart
of its industrial system, followed, in order of priority, by transportation (chiefly
railroads), fuel refining and distribution, food distribution and preservation, and
steel manufacturing. Destruction of a number of highly concentrated factories
would add a crippling blow; these included electric generator, transformer,
switch gear, and motor manufacturing plants; locomotive manufacturing; and
aluminum and magnesium producers. To strike these targets effectively would
mean defeating the air defense forces. The best method of defeating the air
defense would entail attack on air bases, aircraft and engine factories, sources
of aviation fuel, and attrition through air combat attendant to these missions.*®

On the basis of these preliminary studies, the ACTS study concluded that
the ideal objective for air attack would be an undefended vital element of an
enemy’s national structure that consisted of only a few individual targets
concentrated within a relatively small area. Since G-2 was responsible for War
Department intelligence, the ACTS wanted G-2 to determine the three most
important vital elements in foreign countries against which war plans were
being prepared. This effort would be followed by the collection of detailed
information on the individual targets within each of the vital elements. The
detailed information then would be used to prepare objective folders that would
permit air commanders to plan and execute aerial attacks on the various targets
comprising each of the three vital elements. The school staff further asked that
all intelligence work be coordinated in terms of the most likely operations to be
undertaken on M-day.

In accordance with the projected strategic air concept, ACTS officers
considered the priority of operations, and hence of intelligence collection, to be
defense of the continental U.S.; defense of the Western Hemisphere; and
offensive operations against Japan, Germany, Italy, Great Britain, France, or
Russia.* However valuable such a study might have been as an educational
tool, or however potentially useful it might be in the event of war, in the middle
to late 1930s the work far exceeded the limited analytical capability of the MID.
In addition, neither the G-2 nor the War Department as a whole was committed
to the projected offensive employment of aviation envisioned at ACTS.

Even with their collective efforts, it is doubtful that the attachés, G-2, and
the War Department could have satisfied the intelligence demands generated by
the concept of strategic air attack developed at the ACTS. To move from the
conceptual to the planning phase required a comprehensive yet detailed analysis
of the economic infrastructure of a potential adversary. Targets were, as always,
the central issue. Determining them first required identification and analysis of
the crucial target systems representing the adversary’s economic structure.
Specific targets within the broader target system categories then could be
identified. Selection of targets for attack would require further analysis to
determine their degree of residual capability or cushion, their recuperative
capability, a country’s dispersal potential, and a host of other factors. In short,
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target determination would require the skills of thoroughly competent
intelligence officers aided by economists, statisticians, and technical experts.

Acquisition and Evaluation of Air Intelligence:
Developments in Europe and Asia

As the world moved toward war in the late 1930s, the number of officers
serving abroad as military attachés or assistant military attachés increased to
thirty-two as the realization of air warfare potential grew. Reports from these
men continued to be the principal sources of intelligence data available to G-2.
When assigned, each military attaché received a copy of the Index Guide for
Procurement of Military Intelligence. This booklet contained 1,000 or more
subject headings, called topics or subtopics that were leads to their enquiries,
and also a coding system used by the G-2 office in the War Department to
assemble and file information. In addition to numbered reports, the attachés
were responsible to submit annual summary reports (largely statistical) on
subjects such as the host nation’s aviation industry. If the Army in the United
States needed particular information, the G-2 undertook to get it from the
military attachés in the field. When G-2 received information, they classified
and evaluated it before drawing deductions and conclusions. The information
was then said to have been “digested” and ready for dissemination.*
Although G-2 recognized the value of disseminating intelligence
immediately, personnel limitations frequently resulted in delays. Nor did G-2
always receive new data expeditiously. For example, reports from the U.S.
military attaché in Tokyo required three weeks to reach G-2. In the dissemina-
tion of intelligence information in the United States, OCAC Information
Division published the less sensitive items in a serial monograph for official use
only entitled “G-2 Information Prepared by Information Division, 1934-1938.”
The MID circulated some items of classified information with time limits on
user retention and a provision prohibiting their reproduction. This procedure
caused GHQ Air Force to complain that air groups and squadrons received only
a small number of intelligence summaries which were often to be kept for short
periods, the supposed security of classified information considered more
important than the instruction of recipient units. In 1938, not even General
Arnold, Chief of the Air Corps, was on distribution for G-2 information
believed to be very sensitive. Such information, Arnold learned from Brig. Gen.
Sherman Miles, Acting G-2 WDGS, was restricted to members of the General
Staff.>! Arnold was irritated, but for the moment, he could do little.
Throughout much of the 1930s, U.S. Army and Army Air Corps intelli-
gence focused on developments in Europe rather than in the Far East. Military
planners believed a war in the Pacific would be primarily a Navy affair and
would not require a major Army commitment. They also considered Japan too
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dependent on trade with the United States to risk a war that would jeopardize
her gains in Manchuria. The reports that did come from Japan in the early years
of the decade tended to reinforce the widely held opinion that Japan lacked a
real military capability. The July 1935 annual aviation report for Japan filed by
the U.S. military attaché in Tokyo described Japan’s Army Air Force as being
filled with large numbers of obsolete aircraft: “The unwise policy of some years
ago of storing up an immense amount of spare planes in depots and the apparent
failure to note the rapid changes which occur in aeronautical developments has
been impressed upon the Japanese, but it is doubtful if they will deliberately
scrap planes which have some use, even if obsolete.”?

Maj. James F. Phillips, a graduate of the Air Corps Engineering School,
made the annual U.S. military inspection of Japanese Army aviation in May
1936. Phillips filed both an official report through the Military Attaché in
Tokyo and an informal letter to the Air Matériel Division at Wright Field.
“Superficial treatment,” he wrote, “was very courteous—including much
bowing, hissing, and gallons of tea being drunk—but verbal information was
often exaggerated or misleading.” Phillips was an early, though not sole,
practitioner of an error that came to be common prior to World War II:
underestimating or belittling Japanese ability. In that year’s report, Phillips
noted that the morale of Japanese air personnel was extremely high, but that
practically all Japanese Army air matériel was copied from American or English
standard types, and was therefore about four to six years out of date. Phillips
saw, he noted, “no really modern a,irplanes.”53 He was seeing only what the
Japanese wanted him to see.

In November 1936, Japan signed the Anti-Comintern Pact with Germany
and Italy, and in July 1937 Japanese military forces marched into northern
China. Upon the passage of a military secrets act, the task of U.S. military and
naval attachés in Japan became almost fruitless. Discussions of service aircraft
or of the aviation industry were drastically curtailed. Even the attachés of
powers ostensibly associated with Japan complained that their connections were
inadequate to ensure a reasonable exchange of information.** In view of the
extreme difficulty in obtaining information in Japan itself, Lt. Cmdr. Ralph A.
Ofstie, who became Assistant U.S. Naval Attaché for Air in Tokyo in 1935,
thought Japan’s attack in China provided “a golden opportunity to see how and
with what material Japan carries on a war.” After a visit to Shanghai, Ofstie
came away unimpressed with the aerial prowess of either the Chinese or
Japanese. Capt. Harold M. Bemis, the U.S. Navy attaché, reported the substance
of Ofstie’s observations: “The Japanese have been bold and courageous, but
they have exhibited a mediocrity in operations and in material which mark them
as distinctly inferior to other major powers in this vitally important element of
war.”” In a briefing conducted later in Washington, Ofstie doubted that Japan
would use her fleet at any considerable distance from her own waters, even
though Japanese aviation in China was principally naval, since the bulk of
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Japanese Army aviation remained in Manchuria as a counter to the ever-present
Soviet threat.

“Originality,” Ofstie went on, “is certainly not a trait of the Japanese and
this quite evidently applies to their aviation equipment. Everything is basically
of foreign origin—planes, engines, and instruments. They do build well,
however, and the results are creditable, but being copied from foreign
developments their equipment must necessarily be at least a couple of years
behind that of the leading occidental powers.” Ofstie concluded: “I believe that
there is no doubt that we are markedly superior to the Japanese in the air—in
piloting skills, in material, and in ability to employ our aircraft effectively on
the offense and the defense.”*® In reviewing reports from China, Air Corps Capt.
Patrick W. Timberlake noted inadequate armament on bombers, a general lack
of bombing accuracy, and lack of serious damage to bomber targets caused in
part by instantaneous fuzes and light case bombs. “There is no question
concerning the courage of either Chinese or Japanese pilots,” he added, “but it
is felt . . . so far as operations have progressed, the personnel, the individual
tactics, and the operations are distinctly inferior to those of major powers in this
vitally important element of war.”’

The early intelligence reports that emphasized the obsolescence of Japanese
aircraft appear to have been correct, at least to the extent that the true facts were
kept hidden from prying foreign eyes. By 1938, however, more ominous
assessments arrived in Washington. In China as a civilian advisor to the Chinese
Air Force, Claire Chennault considered it to be his duty as a retired Air Corps
officer to send intelligence back to Washington. In January 1938, he sent the
U.S. Army Adjutant General a confidential report on a Japanese single-seater
pursuit plane, type 1-96, which he described as “the most maneuverable
monoplane which has appeared in China.” It was also employed regularly to
support bomber penetrations as deep as 250 miles. Chennault originally thought
that this plane was a copy of a French fighter, but by May 1938 he reported that
it was an original Japanese design. It would later be identified as the Type 96
Mitsubishi fighter nicknamed “Claude.” Chennault wrote: “Japan is self-
supporting and independent of foreign supplies in building airplanes.”

In the first year after the Japanese invasion of China, the MID and the
Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI) harbored the view that “the economic and
material structure of Japan would collapse.”® By September 1938, there were
few indications that such a collapse was in the offing. As a student at the ACTS
in 1938, Capt. Thomas D. White—later to distinguish himself as an air
intelligence officer, air commander, and chief of staff, United States Air
Force—prepared a thesis on “Japan as an Objective for Air Attack, 1937-1938.”
He noted that the U.S. war objective against Japan would be to force “political
acquiescence; and that this would not necessarily require occupation of enemy
territory.” According to his thesis, Japan’s economic structure was so highly
integrated that the destruction of one vital link might bring “a succession of
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collapses in allied spheres of industry or finance until the entire nation is
prostrate or a disheartened population forces its government to sue for peace.”
White recommended that railroad destruction, blockade of sea lanes, and air
attack against hydroelectric installations deserved highest priority as objectives
of attack in Japan.®

The major problem in planning such an air strategy, White observed, was
a lack of intelligence information for air targeting. Reporting forms used by
attachés in making aeronautical assessments emphasized military matters, such
as OBs, numbers and types of aircraft, and aircraft specifications. White
recommended-that U.S. military attachés abroad be required to submit reports
including data needed for targeting for an air bombardment strategy. He wanted
more active cooperation in peacetime to establish relations between U.S.
intelligence agencies and such international corporations as Standard Oil,
General Electric, and General Motors. Company representatives residing abroad
could possibly obtain detailed information on vital elements of hostile societies.
White also recommended that Air Corps officers who understood air strategy
should be assigned to G-2 to begin analyses of all major nations.*'

In 1939 the Chinese captured intact a Japanese Nakajima Type 97 (Nate)
fighter and brought it to Chengtu where Chennault flew it in extensive service
and combat tests. Chennault brought a dossier on this plane to Washington later
in 1939. Of this visit, he recalled that most of the staff officers in the Munitions
Building were “flying swivel chairs and puttering with war plans. . . . The plans
were all for Europe.” When Armold asked Chennault to lecture his staff on the
Sino-Japanese war, Chennault recalled that it was only with great difficulty that
someone finally managed to find a map of China, and then it had very little
detail on it. (Chennault claimed in his memoirs that the Air Corps never got a
copy of his dossier on the Nate, but later search of files in Washington revealed
that the report received a usual distribution, including a copy to the MID.) After
returning to China, Chennault recalled getting a letter from the War Department
thanking him for his data, which had been turned over to “aeronautical experts”
who had stated that it was impossible to build an aircraft with the performance
Chennault had submitted in his specifications.

Substantial technical data did become available for evaluation at Air
Matériel Division, Wright Field, Ohio, but the Intelligence Branch of the
Information Division, OCAC, did not always make full use of it. General
Hansell, who for a time held responsibility for foreign air force matters within
the Intelligence Branch, admitted after the war, “We maintained a close liaison
with Wright Field, where there was a section called ‘Technical Air Intelligence’
. . . that did make engineering analyses of foreign aircraft. We used their
estimates fairly extensively . . . but the distance between the two offices was
considerable, and we didn’t make as much use of that technical intelligence as
we might have.”®
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On the other side of the globe, military attachés reported diligently, if not
always accurately, aviation developments in Europe. Over the course of two
tours as an assistant military attaché, Brig. Gen. Martin F. Scanlon, Air Corps,
spent most of the 1930s in London. His personal diaries were replete with an
active social life, and his dispatches revealed an initial British aloofness that
warmed to friendship and confidentiality with the rise of the German Luftwaffe.
In response to a G-2 letter requesting information about the RAF, the military
attaché in London replied in April 1929 that all efforts to obtain official
information on air tactics, war plans, operations, and so on had been “practically
fruitless.”® In November 1930, then-Major Scanlon informed G2 that “the Air
Ministry declines to give any information on the Air Defenses of London as it
considers that the defensive measures are too vital and confidential to
disclose.”® As the RAF expanded after 1935, the U.S. military attaché, Col.
Raymond E. Lee, reported that “bits of information picked up in odd conversa-
tions, here and there, or from newspaper cuttings, are not sufficiently complete
or accurate to give more than a very sketchy and inaccurate skeleton” of the
scope of the expansion program. In September 1938, Lee nevertheless
forwarded some data that he had obtained from the Air Ministry with the
understanding that it must be treated as “completely confidential.” About this
same time, Scanlon, now a lieutenant colonel, pointed out that if the United
States intended to get information from the Air Ministry, it would be necessary
to exchange equivalent U.S. data on both Army and Navy aviation.®

Perhaps because of increased tensions in Europe during 1938-1939, the
British began to demonstrate greater openness. In 1939, when G-2 asked for a
description of British air defense systems, Washington received complete
details about the RAF, along with relevant concepts for its employment. In the
event of war with Germany, the report stated, London and other cities would be
defended by day fighters held on the ground until the ground observer corps,
ships at sea, and general reconnaissance aircraft provided warning of an
approaching attack. In view of the experiences gained in Spain and China, the
attaché remarked, the British gave “considerable thought” to furnishing fighter
escort for bombers, thus permitting bomber crews to perform their duties more
efficiently, without having to devote all their time to their own protection.
Bomber units would probably be sent abroad, not for the purpose of supporting
field forces but simply for the reason that bases in France would increase their
effective range. The primary objectives of these units would be enemy
munitions factories, aircraft factories, air bases, foundries, supply dumps for
ammunition and petrol, important railroads, bridges, and other lines of
communication.®”’

In his endorsement to Scanlon’s report, Colonel Lee noted that Great
Britain was extremely vulnerable to attack by air. Until the United Kingdom
could be made reasonably secure against air attack, Lee wrote, the government
would sacrifice the initiative, both diplomatically and militarily. The increase
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in fighter squadrons over the number of bomber squadrons, as well as the
emphasis placed on AA artillery, offered evidence of the concern for defense
against aerial bombardment. Lee added that most of those principally concerned
with defense believed Great Britain would undergo a severe ordeal, with much
damage and many casualties, for two to six months, after which initial enemy
efforts toward paralyzing the country would have been successfully withstood,
and the military and air initiatives would begin to pass to Britain.%®

British concern rightly focused upon the newly recreated German Air Force
(GAF). By the late 1920s, even though German pilots were secretly training in
the Soviet Union, the Germans were apprehensive of the air disarmament
enforced upon their country by the Versailles treaty and by the fact that they
were surrounded by other nations with air forces. When Adolf Hitler came to
power in Berlin, the Luftwaffe commenced a remarkable rebuilding effort. Quite
soon, fifteen modern factories were reportedly devoting all their time to
building aircraft, and eight factories were said to be concentrating on aircraft
engines. At a social dinner given in his honor by the Foreign Press Union on
May 2, 1935, General of Aviators Herman Goering, Reich Minister of Aviation,
surprised the world with a supposedly frank report on Germany’s aviation
program. Goering said that Germany had had no aerial weapons at the time
Hitler took over the government; a completely new and modern air force had
been built almostovernight by developing “technical and industrial possibilities
to their utmost.” “I am not telling you anything surprising,” Goering said,
“when I emphasize that the German aerial forces are so strong that whoever
attacks Germany will have a very difficult stand in the air. For the German
fighting forces do not include a single old motor. What is possessed today by
the aerial fighting forces in the way of airplanes and motors is the most modern
product in existence.”®

During the crucial years of Hitler’s aggregation of power, then-Major
Truman Smith served as U.S. military attaché in Berlin. One of his two
assistants was an Air Corps officer, Capt. Theodore Koenig. Koenig an able
pilot, but he lacked a technical and an intelligence background. On May 6,
1935, Koenig forwarded to Washington a report of Goering’s remarks with the
conclusion that the Minister’s statements were apparently correct. “It is not
believed, however,” Koenig continued, “that the air fighting force which he
referred to is now organized and equipped for immediate action but it is
believed that the organization and equipment is well underway and that upon
the completion of the construction of airdromes and necessary quarters and
hangars, the picture of the German air force as painted by General Goering will
be a reality. It is further believed that this force will be equal to that of
France.”™

In the autumn of 1935, Captain Koenig’s reports of information regarding
the GAF were prefaced with a caveat: “Events are changing very rapidly in
Germany and what may be considered good information today may be
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completely changed tomorrow.” Koenig expressed an inability to provide an
index report because of a lack of definite details. He could not understand why
the Air Ministry was manufacturing Ju 52 aircraft in such large numbers.™ He
considered these planes to be excellent commercial transport aircraft, but they
were in no way first-class bombers. He expected “to soon witness the produc-
tion of very modern types of military aircraft which had either been secretly
designed and tested, or possibly manufactured.””* Although Major Smith asked
that Captain Koenig be replaced by a technically qualified officer early in 1936,
Maj. Arthur W. Vanaman, Air Corps, did not arrive in Berlin until July 1937.

In May 1937, when Charles Lindbergh traveled to Europe, it occurred to
Smith that a Lindbergh visit to Germany might open contacts beyond Koenig’s
reach. Lindbergh and his wife began a ten-day visit to Germany on July 22,
when they were warmly received by Goering and other high-ranking Luftwaffe
officials. On atour of Luftwaffe stations and aircraft factories, Lindbergh missed
seeing new Messerschmitt fighters still in prototype, but he was told of their
operational specifications. At the Heinkel factories, Lindbergh and Smith saw
the new He 111 bomber; at Dessau they had a preview of the Ju 87 Stuka dive
bomber. Lindbergh was not greatly impressed by the quality of most of the
German aircraft types he saw, but he was tremendously impressed by the
vitality that infused the German aviation effort. In September and October 1937,
Lindbergh again visited Germany, and in these months he and Major Vanaman
saw most of the aircraft that the Luftwaffe would use in World War I1.

Later in October, Lindbergh worked with the military attachés preparing a
“General Estimate as of November 1, 1937,” which Major Smith transmitted to
Washington over his signature, admitting the views he expressed were
influenced by Lindbergh. Smith later said the report was deliberately written in
dramatic style to attract high-level attention. The report noted the “astounding
growth” of German air power from a zero level in just four years. “It is difficult
to express in a few words the literally amazing size of the German air industry.
.. . Behind this industry stands a formidable group of air scientists, with large
and well equipped laboratories and test fields, constantly pushing forward the
German scientific advance. . . . The actual November 1st strength of the G Air
Force is probably from 175 to 225 squadrons.””

In March 1938, Major Vanaman used equally overblown language in
describing the use of the GAF in the Anschluss between Germany and Austria:
“Each cog and wheel functioned efficiently. Heavy bombers and swift fighters
accomplished their mission by demonstration, troops were landed by airplane
to initiate the attack, and the motorized troops arrived to complete the task and
annihilate any resistance. . . . Thus the Air Force has made history as an
instrument adapted to quick decisive movements so necessary in modern

*Although widely used by the Germans as a transport, the Ju 52 was originally
viewed as a bomber.
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warfare.”” In August and early September 1938, Lindbergh visited Russia and
Czechoslovakia. In his return through Paris on September 9, he expressed
pessimism’in an interview with Col. H. H. Fuller, the U.S. military and air
attaché. Fuller reported: “Col. Lindbergh believes that Germany has the
outstanding air force of the world today and that it exceeds in power those of
Russia, France, and England combined. German equipment, machinery and
factories he considered the best in the world.””

Well after the Second World War Col. Truman Smith prepared a memoir
on his air intelligence activities in Berlin during the 1930s which generally
revealed that he had taken upon himself the task of awakening America to the
danger of the Nazi menace. Although in retrospect he believed that the
conclusion of the general air estimate of November 1, 1937, had stood up
extremely well, Smith noted some important lacunae. “The most significant
omission is the report’s failure to state that the Luftwaffe was not a long-range
air force, built around heavy bombers with the primary mission of destroying
cities and factories far behind the enemy’s lines, but rather an air force designed
to operate in close support of Germany’s ground armies.” Another shortcoming
dealt with personnel of the GAF: “While the report took note of the great
personnel difficulties which the Luftwaffe was encountering, it failed to mention
the inexperience and inefficiency of many generals of the Luftwaffe. . . . Most
of these were infantry and artillery generals transferred into the Luftwaffe at the
commencement of the rearmament in 1933. This lack of able and experienced
air generals was to become a more appreciable factor in causing the Luftwaffe’s
destruction when the Second World War drew to its conclusion.”” For all his
technical expertise, Lindbergh, the Lone Eagle, apparently had missed a crucial
point about the GAF: by organization, training, and aircraft selection it was not
an instrument for conducting independent strategic air warfare by heavy
bombardment. “This failure to grasp the essential character of the Luftwaffe,”
wrote General Telford Taylor, “goes far to explain the exaggerated predictions
of destruction which Lindbergh was soon spreading far and wide.”’®

On July 24, 1936—two days after Lindbergh’s first visit to Ber-
lin—emissaries of General Francisco Franco arrived in Germany to request
Hitler’s assistance in a fascist overthrow of Spain’s republican government. In
the dock at the Allied war crimes trial at Nuremberg, Goering remembered the
buildup of the Luftwaffe and the Spanish Civil War. When Franco asked the
Fuhrer for support, particularly in the air, Goering recalled, “I urged him to give
support under ali circumstances, firstly, to prevent the further spread of
Communism; secondly, to test my young Lufiwaffe in this or that technical
respect.””” In Spain, the German Condor Legion tested new equipment and
perfected the tactics and techniques of air-ground support to be used in Europe.
Aided by German and Italian air units, nationalist forces under General Franco
were victorious against Spanish government forces until November 1936. At
that point, the republicans, aided by an International Brigade and Russian
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aircraft, successfully defended Madrid.” The Spanish Civil War would drag on
for three more years.

Six months into the war, the U.S. military attaché in Spain, Col. Stephen D.
Fuqua, Infantry, and his assistant for air, Capt. Townsend Griffiss, Air Corps,
submitted a summary report on lessons of the air war based on sources in the
Spanish Air Ministry and official and unofficial personal contacts. The report,
sent in February 1937, stated bluntly: “The flying fortress [concept] died in
Spain.” It then continued:

The peacetime theory of the complete invulnerability of the modern type
bombardment airplane no longer holds. The increased speeds and modern
armament of both the bombardment and pursuit plane have worked in
favor of the pursuit. . . . Pursuit must be employed to protect bombardment
or, it is better to say bombardment must rely upon pursuit for its protec-
tion. Bombardment must consist of two types of airplanes; the large, heavy
weight-lifter for night and the very fast plane for day. The day bombard-
ment must sacrifice all for speed and a reasonable bomb load, but first of
all it must be fast.... The old formula of high altitude bombing is
exploded. Pursuit with its tactics of attack operates better at high altitudes.
It is easier for friendly pursuit to protect a bombardment formation when
that formation is at low altitude. . . . The day bombardment of the future
will be done at an extremely low altitude—say 500 feet—using delayed
fuzed bombs. . . . The proportion of pursuit planes to bombardment should
be in the ratio of two for one.”

Subsequent reports from Captain Griffiss took a more judicious theme that air
strength on both sides was so small that aviation could be used only for
battlefield support, but Griffiss’s report had badly damaged U.S. Air Corps
positions by the middle of 1937.

A course in the Army War College conducted during September 1937 used
a text entitled “Air Forces and War,” which argued that air power had limited
value when employed independently and was chiefly useful in support of
surface troops. The text cited the air attachés’ report from Spain, repeating that
“high-altitude bombing was ineffectual, that the ‘Flying Fortress’ concept had
‘died in Spain,’ and that small bombers and fighters, which could operate from
cow-pasture facilities, were of the utmost utility.” Adding to the force of the
text, Col. Bryon Q. Jones, a senior Air Corps officer serving on the staff of the
Army War College, completely endorsed it in a lecture on September 9, 1937.
Jones, who was so astute that he transfered to the Cavalry in 1939, stated that
“the Spanish Civil War had demonstrated that . . . air power had fiot progressed
markedly from . . . World War 1.” He advocated the “employment of GHQ
aviation in close support of ground forces,” with “attachment of attack and
bombardment [units] to lower echelons . . . in the same manner as artillery.”*

Seeking to counteract the reports from Spain, Maj. Gen. James Fechet, the
retired Chief of Air Corps, put out a pamphlet saying air operations in Spain
were “sporadic attempts by light bombers and other types dropping light bombs
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and firing machine guns. . . . These not by the wildest stretches of the
imagination are air force operations.”® Rebutting the Jones lecture, two Air
Corps officers assigned to the G-3 WDGS prepared a paper pointing out that
Jones was inconsistent with approved Army doctrine laid out in TR 440-15.
Maj. Gen. Stanley D. Embick, the G-3, refused the finding. “Aviation,” Embick
wrote in October 1937, “is a new arm. Our present War Department doctrine
has had to be based necessarily on theory and assumption rather than on factual
evidence. Now we are getting evidence of that character. No doctrine is sacro-
sanct, and of all military doctrines that of our Air Corps should be the last to be
so regarded.”®

General Arnold became Chief of the Army Air Corps in late 1938, and he
later recalled that the U.S. military attaché reports from Spain “were not only
weak but unimaginative.”® In 1938, however, Maj. Gen. Malin Craig, Army
Chief of Staff, accepted the arguments of those who believed that operations in
Spain and China illustrated the fact that new defensive weapons—particularly
AA armaments and antitank weapons—had met the challenge of the notable
innovations in offensive weapons—the airplane and the tank. The greatly
increased power of the new defensive weapons, Craig noted, had “restored to
the defense the superiority it seemed to lose with the advent of the new
offensive arms. . . . Itis largely because of these new defensive weapons that we
find current operations confirming anew the testimony of history that the
Infantry is the core and the essential substance of an army. It alone of all the
arms approximates a military entity. It alone can win a decision. Each of the
other arms is but an auxiliary—its utility measured by the aid that it can bring
to the Infantry.”® In the summer of 1938, General Craig indicated that he
wanted to turn over the coastal defense role for long-range bombers to the Navy
by refusing to authorize the purchase of additional B—17s. On August 6, 1938,
the Chief of Air Corps was informed that developmental expenditures for fiscal
years 1939 and 1940 would be “restricted to that class of aviation designed for
the close support of ground troops and the protection of that type of aircraft.”®’

Despite the intelligence indications that Germany was building a tactical air
force, both the U.S. Army Air Corps and the RAF appeared reluctant to accept
the fact that any emerging air force would deviate from the strategic bombing
doctrine of Giulio Douhet. In the case of Great Britain, Maj. Gen. Kenneth
Strong, who would later become General Dwight D. Eisenhower’s A-2 at
Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force, would remember that in
Imperial Defense College lectures he had described the GAF as “basically
ancillary arms” to the operations of the German Army. It seemed to him this
description did not suit those who were concerned with strategic air operations
and an independent mission for the RAF. In any event, he was forbidden to
include in his lectures any comments on the employment of the Luftwaffe in
war.%
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During 1934-1935, the British government accepted the theory that in a
future war Germany might try to score a quick victory by a large-scale
devastating air attack. The Air Staff estimated that casualties on the order of
20,000 might be expected in London within the first 24 hours of aerial
bombardment; within a week these might rise to 150,000. A seeming British
fear of aerial bombing had been apparent to authorities in Nazi Germany as
early as 1934, and it became the substance for a diplomacy that might be
characterized as Luftpolitik. Paralyzed by the prospect of German war, Great
Britain and France abandoned Czechoslovakia to Adolf Hitler in the Munich
appeasement pact on September 30, 1938.* In General Arnold’s words,
“Without firing a shot, dropping a bomb, or even starting an engine, Hitler’s
Luftwaffe and his armored forces won for him his first major victory of World
War I1.7%

Some historians have believed that the Munich agreement saved Great
Britain by providing a year in which to prepare for the Luftwaffe. More recent
scholars argue that British military intelligence failed the government at a
critical juncture. The Luftwaffe, they stress, was grossly unprepared for a two-
front war in September 1938, and preparations for an air offensive against Great
Britain were “totally inadequate” because the GAF had “tied its plans for both
1938 and 1939 closely to the operations of the army” rather than planning for
strategic operations.®

In the United States, President Franklin D. Roosevelt had listened to men,
such as Ambassadors Hugh Wilson in Berlin and William C. Bullitt in Paris,
who agreed that Hitler’s power rested on an already large air force capable of
rapid expansion from existing airplane factories. Ruminating on the inadequate
reports from Wilson and Bullitt, Roosevelt reached a conclusion that immedi-
ately benefited the Air Corps. At a meeting on November 14, 1938, the
President “issued instructions which General Arnold described as the ‘Magna
Carta’ of the Air Force. Roosevelt announced that airplanes—not ground
forces—were the implements of war which would have an influence on Hitler’s
actions.” He wanted vastly increased U.S. aircraft production and preparations
“to resist [an Axis] assault on the Western Hemisphere ‘from the North to the
South Pole.””®

Increased support for the Air Corps within the War Department found
manifestation in many ways, not the least of which was the appointment of Brig.
Gen. George C. Marshall as Deputy Chief of Staff in the summer of 1938.
Subsequently, Marshall, who became Acting Chief of Staff in July of 1939 and
Chief of Staff the following September, foresaw a much broader use for air
power than his predecessor did. When the question of the Army Air Corps’
mission was raised again, it was resolved in a definitive statement approved on
September 15, 1939. This War Department Air Board report declared, “Air
Power is indispensable to our national defense, especially in the early stages of
war. Our aviation in peacetime, both its organization and its equipment, must
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be designed primarily for the application of Air Power in the early days of war.
The basis of Air Power is the bombardment plane.”!

The Approach of War

The Air Board’s conclusion marked an important step in the evolution of
American air forces. Having gained recognition for a role independent of
ground operations, the Army’s airmen now had to acquire an air intelligence
capability to plan for and execute such operations.

Capt. Robert C. Oliver graduated from the Army C&GSS in the mid-1930s
and became instructor in military intelligence at the ACTS. His lectures
revealed the deficiencies of existing intelligence organizations to support an air
power strategy predicated on neutralizing the basic vital elements of an enemy
nation. Oliver explained the two schools of thought in regard to intelligence:
one the method of “intentions,” the other the method of “capabilities.” The
method of intentions had long been used in the American Army; it involved a
knowledge of hostile dispositions to project an enemy’s intentions. The method
of capabilities had been used, among others, by Napoleon; it involved
determinating an enemy’s ability to perform any number of actions. These
abilities would dictate which actions were more likely to be used than others,
while some actions would be seen as highly unlikely.”

The air power strategy, Oliver argued, required a close scrutiny of aspects
of an enemy’s capabilities not traditionally included in the scope of military
intelligence. The prevailing surface strategy, on the other hand, involved a
normal intelligence collection of the mere strength, dispositions, and fighting
efficiency of an enemy’s armed forces. Three types of intelligence estimates
were commonly made by the G-2 section and used by the WPD: combat,
political, and economic appraisals. Oliver urged that a fourth estimate—the
study of an enemy nation from the standpoint of its vulnerability to air
attack—was required to permit the WPD to revise existing war plans to include
the application of air power. In April 1939, Captain Oliver noted that the old
Index Guide for attachés did not contain instructions for collecting information
required for this fourth estimate. He recommended that the Guide be amended
and that G-2 provide three to six weeks of instruction on intelligence collection
to all new military attachés. This instruction would focus on identification of
possible air force objectives. After identifying vital areas and gathering data on
them through military attachés, the G-2 could then prepare objective folders on
targets in the countries under consideration.”®

In the spring of 1939, Captain Oliver, with the C&GSS’s assistance,
prepared a study to be forwarded to the Chief of Air Corps and thence to the
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, recommending changes in the military intelligence
procedure. To assist the G-2 in making intelligence estimates for offensive air
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operations, the study recommended that several Air Corps officers recently
graduated from ACTS should be detailed to G-2 for the sole purpose of
initiating and carrying out air estimate studies. The study recommended that
data from the G-2 information collection agencies (military attachés, foreign
missions, and other nonpublicized agencies) should be arranged and compiled
into objective folders by the OCAC, with the OCAC Plans Section requited to
initiate, build, and serve as custodian of these files. Since a need to gather
detailed information concerning hostile air forces was present in peace and war,
the study also recommended that the Air Corps establish an effective intelli-
gence section to obtain information from new sources. This section would
provide information to operational Air Corps units in an appropriate form.*

The Air Corps was not represented on the Joint Army-Navy Board which
began in 1939 to draw up the series of RAINBOW war plans, and the joint
planners in the WPD rarely called for Air Corps assistance. The result was a
tendency to create plans that called for air force employment only in direct
support of ground arms. Moreover, wrote Lt. Col. Carl A. Spaatz, Chief of the
OCAC Plans Division, to General Arnold in August 1939, air intelligence
required to support air operations under any of the several U.S. strategic plans
was not being maintained ready for use.”” Arnold convened on August 23 a
board of officers under the presidency of Maj. James P. Hodges which included
Maj. Thomas D. White, Capt. Robert C. Oliver, and Capt. Gordon P. Saville.*

After six days of meetings, the board filed the most comprehensive analysis
of Air Corps intelligence requirements to that time. It concluded that the
expansion of the Air Corps and the War Department’s acceptance of the concept
of possible strategic employment of Army air power necessitated a consider-
ation of the effects of air power in all war planning. This, in turn, imposed on
information collection and processing agencies an additional, and perhaps
major, task. The Air Corps needed intelligence that would permit the Chief of
Air Corps to make recommendations relative to strategic planning and other
defense projects and would permit technical planning in aircraft development.
The report agreed that War Department intelligence responsibilities should be
located where means and facilities were available. G-2 could continue to
maintain general, nontechnical information about foreign air forces. The Chief
of Air Corps should be responsible for gathering technical information on
foreign aviation and for processing all information on the use of aircraft for AA
defense. The OCAC already processed information on potential landing fields,
airdromes, and air bases, and this should remain an Air Carps function.”

The Air Corps Intelligence Board’s report was not formally submitted to
the General Staff; instead, Brig. Gen. George V. Strong, Assistant Chief of
Staff, WPD, a member of the earlier War Department Air Board, handled it. In
a memo to Arnold on October 5, 1939, Strong completely accepted all the
requirements specified as necessary for intelligence support for air matters.
Observing that the G-2 was reestablishing a separate Air Section to coordinate
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all aviation intelligence activities in G-2, Strong believed that the Assistant
Chief of Staff G-2 should continue to obtain and assimilate all War Department
air intelligence and maintain a current summary of air operations in the
European war that had begun with Germany’s attack on Poland on September
1, 1939. The Air Corps would prepare airway (route) and objective (target)
cards as information became available, and would process information of a
technical nature pertaining to foreign aviation.”®

Coming so soon after the outbreak of war in Europe, the Air Corps
Intelligence Board’s findings generated interest in the activities of G-2. Even
President Roosevelt became involved in military observation abroad, asking
General Marshall on September 9, 1939, “[W]hat are we doing about it?"* In
the OCAC, the Information Division’s Intelligence Section maintained
connection with G-2 on matters of foreign intelligence. On December 1, 1939,
the OCAC directed the Information Division to implement the recommenda-
tions of the Air Corps Intelligence Board and to organize and operate the
Intelligence Section accordingly. This instruction was to remain in effect until
Air Corps intelligence procedures had been “exhaustively studied.”'® Under
this mandate, the OCAC Information Division started to collect information
outside MID channels when it considered intelligence produced by MID to be
inadequate. In May 1940, a representative of the G-2 orally and informally
consented to this practice, with the proviso that MID remain the official contact
with the Navy and State Departments. G-2 could hardly do otherwise, inasmuch
as General Miles lacked the staff to carry out all that was expected of his
people. The practice of informal approval with express reservations came to be
used more and more as the war progressed and the bureaucratic competition
became more complex.

In part because of attention focused on technical intelligence by the Air
Corps Intelligence Board, the War Department on September 6, 1940, officially
directed the chiefs of all arms and services to establish and maintain intelligence
sections as part of their respective organizations.'” On October 23, Arnold
further directed the OCAC Information Division to establish an Evaluation
Section that would assess foreign information received from all sources and
prepare an air bulletin each week summarizing foreign trends and developments
of interest to senior Air Corps commanders and staffs.'*

In November 1940, the Air Corps changed the name of its Information
Division to the Intelligence Division. At this time, the Intelligence Division’s
Foreign Intelligence Section consisted of a Current Intelligence Branch (Capt.
J. F. Olive, Jr.), Operations Planning Branch (Capt. Haywood S. Hansell), and
Foreign Liaison Branch (Capt. Elwood R. Quesada). For the expansion of Air
Corps intelligence, additional Air Corps Reserve officers and some civilian
experts were available. Two notable civilians turned military were Dr. James T.
Lowe, a specialist in diplomatic history and international relations, and Capt.
Malcolm W. Moss, a man broadly experienced in international business who
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headed an Air Estimates and Objective Folders Unit under the Operations
Planning Branch.'®

The OCAC Intelligence Division assumed a broad interpretation of what
was meant by technical evaluation. Air intelligence considered General Strong’s
October 5, 1939, memo a War Department directive; the G-2 regarded it as only
a suggestion. Early in 1941, Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles, the G-2, objected to a
ten-page paper that Hansell had written, “Basis for Intelligence for an Air
Estimate of the Situation—Europe.” Miles claimed that the MID was responsi-
ble for evaluating comprehensive intelligence information; the intelligence
section of an arm or service was authorized only to make technical evaluations
of information pertinent to that arm or service. Refereeing the difference, the
head of the WPD, Brig. Gen. Joseph T. McNarney, himself an air officer, ruled
that the Air Corps study was a technical evaluation. He added that air objective
folders prepared by Air Corps intelligence were also technical evaluations, even
though they might be filled with considerations of the economic or political
value of a target.'™ McNarney’s opinion favoring the Air Corps’ intelligence
office seems to have been a very broadly based decision. It may have been
rendered out of loyalty to his colleagues, but it certainly pointed out the wide
rift between air intelligence in the Air Corps and the G-2.

When the G-2 asked the Chief of Staff to overturn McNarney’s ruling, the
Air Corps rebuttal demanded that “not only should all information possessed by
the MID be made available, but that no hindrance should exist to the collection
of additional information by the personnel of the Intelligence Division, Office,
Chief of Air Corps, from sources within the United States.” Upon seeing these
demands signed by Maj. Gen. George H. Brett, Acting Chief of Air Corps,
General Miles notified the Chief of Staff on June 12, 1941, that serious
duplication existed in practically all phases of military intelligence and that the
Air Corps’ actions would continue such duplication unless intelligence
responsibilities were promptly delineated. A quick decision was necessary
because a major reorganization of the Air Corps was in process and specific
intelligence functions ought to be cleared up before a new HQ AAF was
established.'”

As Chief of Air Corps and Acting Deputy Chief of Staff for Air after
October 1940, Arnold was already aware of the muddle in air intelligence when
he became commanding general of the newly established AAF on June 20,
1941. According to Hansell, Truman Smith, after his return from Germany in
1940, informed Arnold of many details regarding the Luftwaffe and German
aircraft production, information about which Arnold was unaware but which the
G-2 already knew. Arnold, surprised and unhappy with news that he considered
important to Air Corps planning and operations, went to see General Miles.
Miles informed him that since the Chief of Air Corps was not a member of the
WDGS, he was not eligible to see such sensitive information. That was too
much for Hap Arnold, who went to see General Marshall to get added authority
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for air intelligence information gathering by the air staff. Marshall seems to
have seen the lack of logic in having an air force that did not understand its
potential énemies; he approved an expanded air attaché role with limited
participation by Captain Hansell and Major White, who laid out the information
gathering requirements.'®

Hansell also recalled Arnold’s earlier involvement in the complex
bureaucratic wrangling over intelligence responsibilities that arose from a paper
Hansell had prepared in 1940 proposing U.S. Army engineers be sent to survey
the Burma Road leading into China. When the paper got into the hands of
General Miles, he sent it to the Deputy Chief of Staff, Maj. Gen. William
Bryden, with the complaint that the OCAC had no business intruding in such
matters. The Deputy Chief passed the complaint to Arnold, noting stiffly that
if the officers of the OCAC Information Division had no more useful occupa-
tion than this, he was prepared to disband the division and transfer its personnel
to G~2, where their talents could be directed to some useful purpose. General
Arnold was miffed, most probably because he had not known about Hansell’s
original paper. He sent the correspondence back to the Information Division
with the laconic comment, “I am inclined to agree with Gen. Bryden.”'”’

The staff officers in the OCAC, and then in the new AAF, pushed hard for
greater autonomy from G-2. Two weeks before establishment of the AAF, the
Chief of the Intelligence Division, Col. Robert C. Candee, prepared a critique
of his division’s relations with G-2 for General Brett. He recalled the G-2’s
resentment about the informal Burma Road proposal and said that Arnold’s
chief of staff had refused to pay for Air Corps proposals to send air observers
abroad and to collect technical intelligence information from New York
industrial concerns. A week before General Arnold assumed his new position
as head of the AAF, Brett told him that if all intelligence for air force operations
had to come from G-2, the Air Corps Intelligence Division would be practically
eliminated and air force operations would be at a standstill. A month later, on
July 5, 1941, Colonel Candee made a detailed comparison of intelligence
functions of MID and the AAF for Arnold. His report concluded, “The AAF
desperately needs freedom to prepare for war. Therefore, its intelligence
functions should not be restricted by the views and routine channels and
practices of the MID.”!%®

With the establishment of the AAF, Amold brought Brig. Gen. Martin
Scanlon back from his post as military air attaché in London to become the first
AC/AS, Intelligence (A-2). Both Scanlon, and Lt. Col. Harold L. George,
AC/AS, WPD, considered the AAF to be virtually autonomous. George argued
that the Air War Plans Division (AWPD) was the proper agency to formulate
all plans for employment of air power. General Scanlon believed A-2 should
provide all the air intelligence upon which to base the plans. “It is apparent,” he
wrote, “that all restrictions which tend to limit the reliability and efficiency of
the Air Intelligence Division should be removed.” According to Scanlon, air
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intelligence comprised evaluated information necessary for the effective
conduct of air operations beyond the sphere of influence of surface forces, orin
lieu of surface forces, or in support of ground or sea forces, or in AA defense.
Preparation of such evaluations required information upon which strategic and
tactical objectives could be selected for air offensives, to include air route
guides, target analyses, objective folders, navigation charts, enemy OBs, and
performance characteristics of enemy aircraft.'®

General Arnold wanted a quick solution to the delineation of responsibili-
ties; at the end of July 1941 he sent Scanlon to discuss the matter informally
with General Miles. As in the past, Miles vigorously and unequivocally
declared that the function of collecting intelligence information was the
exclusive responsibility of MID, and he denied A-2 the privilege of establishing
channels outside of MID. On July 28, 1941, Arnold decided to place the entire
problem before General Marshall, sending him a memo on the subject of
responsibility for air intelligence. After noting recommendations and justifica-
tions he had made previously as Chief of Air Corps, Arnold put forward new
arguments based on his new responsibilities as Commanding General of the
AAF, charged by Army regulations with control of both the OCAC and the
former GHQ Air Force, now designated the Air Force Combat Command. He
wrote that in his new job he had to have nearly complete freedom of action from
G-2 in intelligence matters. To prevent unnecessary duplication, and no doubt
to try to make the suggestion more palatable to the G-2, he suggested that G-2
and A-2 coordinate and cooperate by exchanging available intelligence and
checking with each other to see whether information newly desired had not
already been collected. He also suggested that G-2’s air section remain in MID
to handle requirements for air intelligence in the employment of ground or
combined forces.'

In the same July 28 memorandum to General Marshall, Arnold put in a bid
for responsibility over the burgeoning number of Air Corps officers being sent
on missions overseas or assigned as assistant military attachés. In November
1940, the Joint Army-Navy Board had taken note of threatened German aerial
penetration into Latin America and had declared that the War and Navy
Departments would support establishment of U.S. missions in all republics of
the Western Hemisphere, with priorities to countries north of Brazil and
Ecuador. A number of Air Corps officers had already been sent to Latin
American capitals.'"!

Less than a week after the declaration of war by England and France in
September 1939, the U.S. War Department had asked those governments if
temporary-duty U.S. Army observers could accompany their armies in the field.
Approval led to a steady stream of observer reports to the War Department.
From Paris, Lt. Col. George C. Kenney reported that captive balloons were
completely impractical for observation, as were slow and vulnerable observa-
tion planes. Serving in London as a special observer from May to September
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1940, Carl Spaatz, now a full colonel, had a first-hand view of some of the
heaviest fighting of the Luftwaffe blitz against England. He quickly concluded
“that the Germans had developed ‘a mass of air geared to the Army’ which was
not going to . . . prevail against the ‘real air power’ developed by the British.”
Unfortunately, Spaatz noted, the British had committed themselves to short-
range planes only to find they needed long-range bombers.!'? By December
1940, the number of U.S. Army special observers sent abroad on various tasks
had reached twenty officers, half of them from the Air Corps.'"* More followed
the next year.

In the face of these extensive activities, Arnold proposed in July 1941 that
Air Corps officers on attaché or mission duty be designated military air
attachés, to be appointed through G-2 but to act as collectors of air intelligence.
Special intelligence missions were to be assigned only after it was ascertained
whether G-2 might have the desired intelligence. In cases of military necessity,
the commander of the AAF would have the right to collect necessary air
intelligence without consulting G-2. Arnold also requested that A—2 maintain
direct liaison with foreign air attachés in the United States and that all cables
concerning air matters be forwarded by G2 to AAF Headquarters as soon as
decoded and before being processed.'"*

In response to General Arnold’s paper, General Miles complained to the
Chief of Staff that work being done by A-2 was contrary to Army regulations.
Miles’s memo of August 11, 1941, said that Arnold’s contentions presented “a
perfect picture of dual intelligence, a picture of two offices, largely duplicating
each other’s work and yet independent as to the results obtained—a picture of
parallel lines, meeting nowhere.” Inrebuttal, Arnold denied that duplication and
divergent studies and estimates would result from his proposals, which were not
intended to take away G-2’s prerogatives, but were meant to speed up obtaining
timely and adequate information necessary for technical, tactical, and strategic
planning in the AAF. Early in September, General Scanlon had studied
applicable Army regulations and pointed out that while MID was charged with
general intelligence duties and supervision of intelligence, nothing appeared to
prevent other agencies performing the same duties under MID supervision.!'

The War Department issued its command decision delineating intelligence
responsibilities on September 10, 1941. The decision stated that the responsibil-
ity imposed on MID for collecting, evaluating, and disseminating military
information pertained to the AAF as well as to other arms. The MID was
charged with compiling information for comprehensive military studies and
with preparing such studies and estimates. AAF intelligence agencies were to
compile and evaluate technical and tactical information received from MID and
other sources, plus collect technical air intelligence from sources abroad
through cooperation with MID. All of these types of information were required
by the AAF for their development and for such operations as they might be
directed to perform.'®* The War Department delineation disappointed Scanlon,
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as it left the AAF with too little authority for what he saw as its needs. A few
days after the War Department decision was issued, and hoping to fight the
decision, Scanlon sent Arnold evidence of an unsound MID evaluation relative
to the Luftwaffe’s attacks on vital points in Britain’s national structure. Arnold
decided he could not then press the issue any further. He sent Scanlon’s paper
back with a cryptic remark: “We are getting what we want and we will simply
try out the whole scheme.”'"”

Scanlon, at an air staff meeting on September 11, 1941, put the best
possible face on the problem, stating “that G-2 had agreed to practically
everything we had asked for. Much of it will not be written but is understood.”
According to the agreement, A-2 had to check with G-2 for availability of
information on a given topic. If none were available, A-2 officers, working
through G-2 organizations, could obtain it. In addition, G-2 agreed to provide
complete reports from their sources so the Air Staff could prepare their own
studies. Finally, A-2 was authorized direct contact with other government
departments as well as with foreign military attachés on duty in this country.''®
The jurisdictional paper contained a modus vivendi that more or less settled the
political wrangling and set a pattern for continuing G-2/A-2 relations. It
appeared that as long as the G-2 was officially responsible for intelligence
collection and dissemination, Miles would be willing to delegate much of the
air intelligence operation to the A-2, the organization most vitally concerned
and having the qualified people and desire to do the work. The A-2 continued
to be chafed by MID restraints, and the AAF would periodically request
severance of its A-2 from G-2’s control.

AWPD-1: Planning an Air War

Early in 1941, Anglo-American military staff conferences in Washington began
to consider “principles of cooperation ‘should the United States be compelled
to resort to war.”” The three aviation experts involved were Air Vice Marshal
John C. Slessor, RAF; Col. J. T. McNarney, the Air Corps officer assigned to
WPD; and Capt. DeWitt C. Ramsey, U.S. Navy. On March 27 the Anglo-
American representatives issued a document to be known as American-British
Conversations—1 (or ABC-1). Since Germany was the most powerful Axis
partner, the main Allied effort would be conducted in Europe, and the
democracies would depend largely on the U.S. Pacific Fleet to maintain a
defense against Japan. “The Allied offensive in Europe was to include economic
pressure through blockade, a ‘sustained air offensive’ against German military
power, early defeat of Italy, and the buildup of forces for an eventual land
offensive against Germany. As rapidly as possible, the Allies would achieve
‘superiority of air strength over that of the enemy, particularly in long-range
striking forces.””""
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McNarney doubtless knew Air Corps viewpoints, but he represented the
WPD. The U.S. Army Air Corps as such had no representation at the American-
British Conversations. On March 22, 1941, however, Colonel Candee (OCAC,
Intelligence) and Brig. Gen. Carl A. Spaatz (OCAC, Plans) jointly signed an air
estimate of the sitnation. The two concluded:

While heavy air attacks on England will continue, there will be no serious
attempt at a land invasion. The Axis can strangle Britain—slowly,
methodically. Time is in favor of the Axis for the next year. It must be
expected that the Axis will obtain complete domination over Continental
Europe this summer, including the Balkans and possibly Turkey and Asia
Minor. . . . Britain must hold until aid from America can bring her air
forces to a parity with the Axis. Until then she cannot hope to take the
offensive. The war must be fought on a basis of attrition of items critical
to the Axis—oil, steel, and foodstuffs, of which we have a superiority.
Any active participation by the United States in the European war will
probably result in swift, aggressive action by the Japanese against the East
Indies and Malaya. If it becomes apparent that the U.S. will become an
active belligerent, the Axis powers will seek to have us commit our efforts
simultaneously in Europe and in the Far East. This is the worst situation
in which we could possibly place ourselves.'*

In the aftermath of ABC-1, the U.S. War and Navy Departments estab-
lished closer relations with Great Britain. The Navy sent an observer group to
London under Rear Adm. Robert L. Ghormley, and on May 8, 1941, Maj. Gen.
James E. Chaney, Air Corps, was ordered to England as a special army observer
to carry out secret instructions of the Secretary of War. His real mission was to
“work out joint plans of operation and, in the event of war, to assume command
functions for such forces as may be employed.” The secretary had authorized
for Chaney a complete general staff, including a G-2. Establishment of this
Special Observers Group in London raised the question of its relationship to
Brig. Gen. Raymond E. Lee, the military attaché to Great Britain. From
Washington, General Miles informed General Lee that he and the Special
Observers Group were mutually independent. Lee was under the supervision of
MID, but he was to provide the observers with copies of all his reports.'?!

The Candee-Spaatz estimate of the situation prepared on March 22, 1941,
had posed many intelligence questions relative to the work RAF intelligence
might have accomplished against Germany. It had recommended that one or
more U.S. Army Air Corps officers be attached to the RAF intelligence
directorate with free access to gather intelligence required for employment of
American air forces if the United States went to war. In the summer of 1941
Haywood Hansell, now a major, arrived in England and received a generous
welcome from RAF intelligence. In regard to air target materials, Hansell found
on balance that the AAF was better informed on German electric power,
petroleum, and synthetic product resources. The RAF knew more about German
aircraft and engine production, the GAF, and German transportation. By the end
of his visit he had acquired nearly a ton of documents, mostly classified target
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folders. It was with some relief that he got the cargo hauled back to Washington
in a bomber.'?

On July 9, 1941, some two weeks after Hitler attacked Russia, President
Roosevelt asked the Secretaries of War and Navy to prepare an estimate of the
overall production requirements required to defeat America’s potential enemies.
After some delay, the AWPD, headed by Colonel George, was brought into the
problem to determine the maximum number of air squadrons the AAF would
ultimately require to garrison a great number of geographic sites and to hold
what the officers termed reserves of opportunity. George assigned this task to
Lt. Col. Kenneth Walker, head of the War Plans Group of the AWPD. Walker
brought together a small task force including Hansell, now back from Great
Britain and assigned to the War Plans Group, Lt. Col. Max F. Schneider, an able
logistician, Lt. Col. Arthur W. Vanaman from A-2, and Lt. Col. Laurence S.
Kuter from G-3. The group conceived their task as being to determine air
requirements to accomplish the strategy laid out in ABC-1, which had been
incorporated into the U.S. strategic war plan RAINBOW 5. A thick study known
as AWPD-1, “Munitions Requirements of the AAF,” was bound on August 12,
1941, after only seven working days.'”

The air mission outlined in AWPD-1 followed that defined in the earlier
ABC-1. It called for a sustained air offensive against Germany pending a land
offensive if an invasion of the continent became necessary. The air planners
thought it improbable that a surface invasion could be mounted against
Germany for at least three years. If the air offensive was successful, a land
offensive might not even be necessary. Three lines of air action were open
against a German economy and society supposedly already strained to support
the military campaign in Russia. The first, which would accomplish the broad
air mission in Europe, required disruption of Germany’s electric power and
transportation systems, destruction of her oil and petroleum resources, and the
undermining of the morale of her people by air attack against civilian concentra-
tions. The second possible line of air action, representing intermediate
objectives that might be essential to accomplishing the principal effort, required
neutralizing German air power by attacks against air bases, aircraft factories,
and aluminum and magnesium production centers. A third line of action, which
might be necessary to protect the operating base in England, included attacks
against submarine bases, surface seacraft, and possible invasion ports.'?*

AWPD-1 called for neutralizing the following target systems and targets:
electric power, 50 generating plants and switching systems; transportation, 47
marshaling yards, bridges, and canal locks; and synthetic petroleum, 27
production plants. The GAF targets included 18 airplane assembly plants, 6
aluminum plants, and 6 magnesium plants. The air offensive against Germany
would precede any operations against Japan. Destruction of the GAF thus
became the intermediate objective in the European war. The plan envisioned
B-17 and B-24 strikes from England and the use of bases in Egypt and
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Brig. Gen. Haywood Hansell, Jr. Col. Grover C. Brown

Northern Ireland to accommodate B-29 and B-32 bombers that would be built.
Still larger B-36 bombers would have to be designed and built to fly from
Newfoundland across Europe, to the Middle East. This contingency would be
needed if the British Isles were lost. Based upon the plan of operations they
outlined, planners made what would prove to be a very accurate determination
of the force requirements of the AAF for World War I1.'*

Although AWPD-1 became a landmark American air force document, its
authors strayed from intelligence doctrinal procedures expressed in U.S. Army
Basic Field Manual, Military Intelligence (printed in 1938 as the revision to TR
210-5, Military Intelligence, 1926). Looking back years later, General Hansell
noted that he and his associates were never fully abreast of air technical
intelligence from abroad. The basic intelligence doctrine explicitly provided that
operational command decisions were to be based upon the desired mission
objective as affected by the enemy, the means available, and the environment.
In retrospect, an experienced air intelligence officer, Col. Grover Brown, would
point out in 1951 that the U.S. air strategy for Europe did not properly consider
the effect of enemy capabilities. The air planners had not intended to consider
enemy capability; as entering arguments, they projected maximum acceptable
attrition and the range limitations of Axis bombing aircraft.'*® The lack of
sufficiently detailed data about German industry left U.S. planners ignorant of
the excess capacity that existed during the early war years.

During the completion of AWPD-1, Major Hansell prepared and mailed to
Chaney and Arnold a memo entitled “An Air Estimate of the Situation for the
Employment of the Air Striking Force in Europe (ABC-1).” The estimate,
which doubled as Hansell’s report of his trip to the United Kingdom, was quite
similar to AWPD-1, but it was more candid. In contrast to the British belief that
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Maj. Gen. Henry H. “Hap” Amold

air bombardment would break the morale of the German people, Hansell argued
for precision attacks, at least initially. Then, “as German morale begins to crack,
area bombing of civil concentrations may be effective.” Which of the preferred
AWPD-1 target systems might be attacked would depend upon the size of the
available striking force. Bomber attacks would have to penetrate into Germany
for great distances, and escort fighters—as yet undeveloped—would need to
accompany the heavily armed bombers. Finally, Hansell argued against
piecemeal force employment, urging that an air force of significant size be
organized and trained in the United States before deploying to England.'”
Hansell apparently assumed that adequate intelligence existed for the AWPD-1
targets and that precise target intelligence would not be necessary for attacks
against what he had termed “civil concentrations.”

The completed AWPD-1 reached the WPD of the WDGS before Amold
returned from Argentia, Newfoundland, where he had gone with Marshall for
the conversations between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston
Churchill. The plan had been checked and tacitly approved by Robert A. Lovett,
Assistant Secretary of War for Air. By September 1, both Marshall and
Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson had been told of the plan. They liked its
concept.

The development of AWPD-1, and its almost immediate acceptance by the
Secretary of War and chief of staff of the Army, finally presented air intelli-
gence with the challenge that had been unfolding since the mid-1930s when the
ACTS began to articulate its belief in the decisiveness of strategic air attack
when employed against the industrial web of an adversary. What previously had
been conceptual and notional about targeting now became operational and
specific. To execute AWPD-1, AAF leaders had to determine which targets in
Germany were both vital to her industrial war machine and vulnerable to
strategic air attack. The answers would come from air intelligence, which
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existed only superficially. A great shortcoming existed in RAF intelligence: The
target folders contained little analysis of the targets as elements within the
German industrial fabric.'?® The earliest strategic air plan, AWPD-1, suffered
from the same shortcomings that affected earlier conceptual thinking and which
would later plague early U.S. air operations in Europe: the lack of information
on enemy economic and industrial systems sufficiently comprehensive and
detailed to permit accurate determination of the vital systems and selection of
critical nodes within any one system. Only the experience of war would reveal
the full ramifications of the relation between strategic bombing doctrine and the
collection and evaluation of intelligence—and would prove just how difficult
were the collection and assessment of such information in the midst of conflict.

Air Intelligence on the Eve of Pearl Harbor

The gaps in strategic air intelligence notwithstanding, U.S. military intelligence
was, in general, better prepared to support a war in Europe than to serve the
defense of the Pacific theater of operations. The anomaly of this situation is
particularly striking in view of long-standing American interests in the Pacific
and the fact that the Army’s Signal Intelligence Service was reading lower-
grade Japanese codes and ciphers by early 1939, while Navy code breakers had
tapped into the Japanese secret diplomatic code that they called MAGIC.

When the Japanese attacked China in 1938, the U.S. Joint Army-Navy
Board called for a revised ORANGE plan based upon a new international
situation, but still providing for a position of readiness in the strategic triangle
of Alaska-Hawaii-Panama. The recognition by late 1939 that the United States
was much likelier to become involved against several powers rather than against
Japan alone led to the development of a series of RAINBOW plans to replace the
old single-color plans. RAINBOW 4, which was approved by the Secretaries of
War and Navy and tacitly accepted by Roosevelt in June 1941, assumed the
United States would be allied with Great Britain and France against Germany,
Italy, and Japan. RAINBOW 5 called for the adoption of a strategic defensive
position in the Pacific until victory over the European Axis would allow transfer
of resources adequate for an offensive against Japan.

Even before the adoption of RAINBOW 5 in the summer of 1941, the AAF
had started to build up strength in the Pacific. In mid-February 1941, the AAF
began to send more modern fighters to Hawaii. In early April, General Arold
committed twenty-one B—17 bombers to Honolulu, the delivery flight being
completed the next month. With the transfer of part of the U.S. Pacific Fleet to
the Atlantic in the summer of 1941, War Department planners suggested
sending four additional groups of B—17s to the Pacific—two each to Hawaii and
the Philippines—where their presence might act as a threat to keep the Japanese
at bay. Even though the AAF had a total of only 109 B-17s, and with bombers
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already promised to Great Britain, Arnold agreed to this recommendation.
Arnold hoped, perhaps wished, that enough new, heavy bombers would block
any Japanese plan to attack the Philippines.'? This decision, as well as all others
regarding the Pacific, had to be made on the basis of very limited knowledge
about the potential enemy. A veil of nearly complete secrecy had all but negated
normal functions of Army and Navy attachés in the collection of military
intelligence in Japan.

In the Central Pacific, the Japanese held a marked advantage in maintaining
secrecy. Establishing absolute control over the islands mandated to her by the
League of Nations, the Japanese were able to build important naval bases in the
Marianas, Carolines, and Marshalls and to conduct naval maneuvers in this vast
area, unseen by Western eyes. This area was known to Americans as the Vacant
Sea because few commercial vessels and no U.S. naval vessels moved through
the area. These seas lay between the great southern trade routes that went from
Hawaii to the coasts of Japan and China and the great northern circle routes that
skirted the Aleutians. General Mitchell had toured the perimeters of the
mandates in the fall of 1923, gathering as much information as possible, and in
1924 he predicted the Japanese would probably use the islands eventually as a
springboard for an attack on Pearl Harbor, the Hawaiian Islands, and the United
States.'*

There are those who argue the disappearance of Amelia Earhart was related
to Japanese efforts to cover up their activities. In July 1937, during their
transworld flight, Earhart and her navigator Fred Noonan disappeared at sea
after a flight from Lae, New Guinea, on a 2,556-mile flight to Howland Island.
No one has ever found their bodies or plane, and it has been alleged, but never
substantiated, that they were on a spy mission for the United States. According
to this supposition, they went down, were picked up by the Japanese somewhere
off the Marshall Islands, and were taken to Saipan, where they eventually died.®
U.S. researchers and writers who have examined the Earhart disappearance have
split opinions on the issue, but those who suggest Japanese involvement have
offered little substantive evidence to support their allegations."!

Japanese sources deny both the spying charge and the existence of any
rationale for spying. As recently as February 1987, Comdr. Chihaya Masataka,
a Japanese naval officer who served during World War II, disputed the spy
assertion and, moreover, claimed that the Japanese engaged in no abnormal
buildup of defensive fortifications on the mandated islands.'> His views are
consistent with those offered at the Eleven Nation Military Tribunal in 1946

*In March 1992, The International Group for Historic Aircraft Recovery
claimed to have found evidence that Earhart and Noonan landed on Nikumaroro
Island (formerly Gardiner Island) about two hours’ flying time from Howland.
Nikumaroro is one of the Phoenix Islands, at that time controlled by the United
States and Great Britain.
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when 310 Japanese witnesses also denied charges that Japan had rearmed the
mandated islands before the war, although Japan did deepen the harbors and
built airfields and roads there.'® Amelia Earhart aside, the mandated islands
remained a blind spot in American military and naval intelligence prior to Pearl
Harbor. Intercepted radio traffic, however, alerted the Pacific Fleet to extensive
activities there, and the United States eventually determined that Japan’s Fourth
Fleet and part of the Sixth Fleet’s submarines were based at Truk and Kwaja-
lein.!*

In the summer of 1941, General Arnold found Adm. Harold R. Stark, the
Chief of Naval Operations, very much worried about what the Japanese were
doing at Truk and Rabaul. Arnold arranged for some of the B—17s going to the
Philippines to fly off course and take photographs of the two islands. In the
confusion that attended the Japanese attack on the Philippines in December, the
photographs were lost without having contributed to war preparations.'* In late
November the AAF ordered B-24 bombers equipped with photographic
capability and fully armed to be sent over Truk and Rabaul to take pictures from
high altitude. The first such B—24 arrived in theater without guns, and it was not
possible to switch armament from the B—17s already there. Before the proper
weapons could be sent, the Japanese attack on Clark Field had destroyed the
B-24s."%

Explaining the inadequacy of the estimates of likely Japanese actions in late
1941, Miles pointed out that at the time MID had been heavily concerned with
Europe. “We were still primarily concerned, up to November 1941,” he said,
“with the European war, the outcome of that war. We were still feverishly
preparing for what we called hemispheric defense. The success of German arms
was the most obvious threat to the Western Hemisphere.” In early December,
General Miles thought that a Japanese line of action against the south was “very
probable” and that southern expansion would involve the Philippines. If the
United States went to war with Japan, Hawaii and Panama might very well be
attacked, but not immediately. Miles knew that the Japanese were capable of
making an attack on Hawaii. “I did not believe, up to a very late date, that it was
probable that they would make that attack at the outbreak of war, for the reason
that . . . such an attack . . . had to result from two separate decisions of the
Japanese: one to take on a war with a great naval power, and presumably with
two great naval powers. . . and second, to start that war, or at least make this
attack on a great fortress and fleet, which inherently jeopardized the Japanese
ships making the attack to some extent, and which rested almost solely for
success on the unpredictable circumstances that they would find that fortress
and that fleet unprepared to meet that attack.”'*’

Arnold offered a similar estimate, although with less elaborate explana-
tions: “Looking back on it, I am convinced now that we all assumed that the
Japs would attack the Philippines. We were fairly sure that they would cut our
air line, because they had to cut our line to stop our heavy bombers from getting
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to the Philippines. We were pretty sure that they would attack Wake and
Midway when they did attack. . . . So I think that there was a general acceptance
of the possibilities of Japanese aggression, certainly against the Philippines and
against Wake and Midway, and possibly, against Hawaii.”"**

Evaluations of the intelligence failure at Pearl Harbor would reveal
deficiencies not only in organization but also in interpretation. Miles himself
stated: “In estimating the situation . . . there are two principles that should be
followed: One is never to lose sight of or ignore anything that the enemy may
do that is within its capabilities whether you think it is wise for him to do that
or not . . . . The second is to concede to your enemy the highest form of good
sense and good judgment.”'* There are those who argue that the U.S.
government somehow had advance warning of the Pearl Harbor attack which
it chose to ignore. The most exacting examination of the story of Pearl Harbor,
however, concludes that the United States was genuinely surprised.’* That
surprise resulted in no small way from the intelligence analysis failure that
accepted estimates of probable enemy intentions rather than accepting broad-
range assessments of enemy capability for alternate actions.

A Tentative Assessment

Had Pearl Harbor represented an isolated failure of prewar intelligence, it
would have been difficult enough to explain. As the United States found itself
at war, the attacks on Pearl Harbor and the Philippines were examples of what
Arnold later referred to as “one of the most wasteful weaknesses in our whole
setup . . . our lack of a proper Air Intelligence Organization.”'*!

To a large extent, the problems with air intelligence in the years before
1942 reflected the broader issues of the role of air power and its place in the
national defense establishment. In an era when honest differences of opinion
and inevitable bureaucratic infighting were exaggerated by tight budgets and
crippling manpower limitations, struggles over where to place air intelligence
functions within the War Department and the Air Corps were inevitable. The
uncertain and often confusing responsibilities of General Staff and Air
Corps/Air Forces intelligence organizations reflected a search for organizational
identity in the development of the Air Corps. As with any evolutionary process,
progress proceeded by fits and starts, with false offshoots and inappropriate
adaptations occurring along the way.

Compounding organizational issues were the broader, and ultimately more
critical, conceptual ones of defining what constituted air intelligence and
determining how it should be acquired, interpreted, and disseminated. Those
airmen who developed the theory of strategic bombing at the ACTS in the
1930s recognized that it demanded far more than traditional intelligence
information such as enemy OBs and combat capabilities. Their grasp did not
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include the breadth and depth of information required, nor the ramifications of
obtaining and evaluating it; this became obvious once strategic bombing
operations began in 1942.

At the very least, the prewar American military intelligence apparatus was
clearly inadequate. The intelligence structure could not acquire the type of
information required for the theories of strategic air operations that airmen had
advanced and planned for in such key documents as AWPD-1. Obtaining
relevant data became even more difficult once hostilities commenced.
Moreover, as the war years would demonstrate, the question of who was best
qualified to evaluate that information, and thus be in a position to affect both
planning and operations, was not nearly so simple as airmen had believed in the
1930s.

Finally, any assessment of the American Army’s air intelligence prior to
Pear]l Harbor, and the effect of that intelligence on plans and preparations, must
confront obvious flaws in the assessment of soon-to-be enemies. Because they
assumed that potential foes would develop forces for the same purposes and
employ them in the same manner as they themselves, military and civilian
observers misread capabilities and intentions of both the Japanese and the
German Air Forces. How successfully and how quickly these problems in
intelligence—whether organizational, procedural, or interpretive—could be
corrected would directly affect the ability of the AAF to conduct the air war
after Pearl Harbor.
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CHAPTER 2

The Tools of Air Intelligence:
ULTRA, MAGIC, Photographic Assessment
and the Y-service

THE REVELATION IN 1974 that the western Allies had been reading the
most secret German messages throughout the Second World War has led to a
new interest in the relationship of intelligence to the planning and conduct of
operations in that conflict. Unfortunately, the tendency in some quarters has
been to overemphasize the role of what has come to be called ULTRA—
information from high-grade signals intercepts—while neglecting other
elements of intelligence. American air leaders and their staffs drew upon a full
range of intelligence sources and methods of collection and analysis to gain the
most complete picture of the enemy, including his tactics and technology, his
strengths and weaknesses, and his capabilities and objective:s. These methods
included photointelligence, economic studies based on prewar statistics and
extrapolated wartime production levels, elaborate networks of informants, well-
placed observers, resistance groups, and analyses of aircraft components and
designs by aviation technicians thousands of miles from a combat theater.
Although signals intelligence (SIGINT) in Europe and the Far East eventually
became a primary source of air intelligence, it attained this position only
gradually, and it succeeded then because SIGINT could reach into the most
sensitive of the enemies’ activities. For much of the war, more of the intelli-
gence that went into the planning and execution of strategic and tactical air
operations came from other sources.

ULTRA and diplomatic cryptography (MAGIC) were not the only elements
within the field of SIGINT. SIGINT included interception, deciphering,
translation, and analysis of enemy low-grade ciphers; interception of unencoded
enemy radio transmissions; analysis of radio and wireless traffic patterns (traffic
analysis); and efforts to locate and catalog enemy electronic emissions.
Direction finding (DF), the process of determining the location of enemy
transmitters through a process of triangulation based on the angle at which
transmission signals were received by two or more receivers, was primarily of
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tactical value and generally had greater applicability to ground and naval
operations. This was so because enemy army headquarters were more likely
than air corps headquarters to relocate frequently, and fleets at sea were often
moving or preparing to move. For airmen, DF also came to be used to determine
the location and signal characteristics of radar, which allowed commanders to
judge AA defenses and fighter control capabilities and then to adapt mission
planning. The primary purpose of traffic analysis (TA) was to secure at least
some information about the enemy’s presence and possible organization when
deciphering the messages was not possible. This method of intelligence
involved analyses of communications frequencies and message patterns (length,
volume, and direction), and it could provide information on the location and
size of an enemy headquarters and the level of potential activity by forces under
its command. SIGINT was the method for tracking and analyzing enemy aircraft
navigational beams and for analyzing enemy radar development and employ-
ment.

SIGINT reflected a modern adaptation to a traditional objective of military
intelligence—trying to intercept the enemy’s communications. In the same
sense, aerial photography represented a modern application of the traditional
intelligence role of the cavalry, marking as it did the effort to find a higher hill
from which to observe the enemy. More precisely, photographic intelligence
consisted of two distinct but intimately related tasks, each requiring unique
skills, equipment, and organization. The first—photoreconnaissance—consisted
of the operational missions to take the photographs. The sec-
ond—photointerpretation—involved making military sense from the photos’
content.! Despite the lack of emphasis placed on this method of intelligence
collection in the U.S. Army between the wars, photointelligence would prove
essential to the planning, conduct, and evaluation of nearly all aspects of air
combat operations. In the strategic air war in Europe, accurate and current
photographs were so essential for target folders that, for much of the war,
missions were not flown unless they were available.”

The most closely guarded secret of the war was ULTRA. Despite the number
of individuals who dealt with or knew about this intelligence tool, not until
almost three decades after Germany’s surrender did it become public knowl-
edge. The breaking of the Enigma encryption machine and the use of intelli-
gence thus acquired represented one of the greatest coups in the history of
military intelligence. A certain irony lies in the fact that the supposedly naive
and soft democracies of the West were the most successful in one of the most
subtle but most difficult aspects of the war—cryptanalysis.

Yet this success did not come overnight, nor was its impact uniform in time
or place. Not until mid-1943 did it begin to influence the strategic air war
against Germany, and almost another year passed before it made a major impact
on strategic planning decisions in that campaign. In the tactical air arenas,
ULTRA would be useful in North Africa and subsequent operations in Sicily and
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Italy, but it reached its zenith in the battle for Northwest Europe, two and a half
years after the United States entered the war. During the same period, the
Japanese messages the American cryptanalysts had been reading since 1941
contained both diplomatic and military information. Although the Navy began
its Japanese code-breaking efforts as early as 1927, and it had a fairly good
grounding in the analysis of Japanese naval message traffic, regular breaking
of the Japanese Navy and Army ciphers continued to be a long and laborious
process. The most valuable Japanese Army codes would not begin to be broken
until early in 1943.

The methodologies and characteristics of ULTRA, photointelligence,
MAGIC, and the form of tactical SIGINT known as Y intelligence collectively
became the major fundamental components of air intelligence. An understand-
ing of what they were, how they operated, and how they were incorporated into
the AAF’s planning and operations is essential for understanding the role of
intelligence in air operations.

ULTRA

Secretary of State Henry L. Stimson’s perhaps apocryphal admonition that
“gentlemen do not read other gentlemen’s mail” notwithstanding, nations
traditionally have done so, and World War II was no exception. As impressive
as the American effort was against the Japanese diplomatic and military high-
grade ciphers in the Pacific, the British had made even greater strides against
the European Axis. Assisted initially by the Poles and the French, they had
succeeded in breaking many of the German and Italian top-secret military
ciphers long before the United States became a belligerent. By the time
American forces began combat operations, the British had established extensive
facilities in England and throughout the Mediterranean to intercept German and
Italian radio signals. The nerve center of this far-flung effort was the innocu-
ously named Government Code and Cypher School located at Bletchley Park
(BP), a former country estate some fifty miles northwest of London.*’
Intercepting electronically transmitted signals is a simple process. For this
reason those who do not wish their signals to be read resort to ciphers—the use
of numbers, symbols, and letters to represent other symbols and letters. It was
BP’s role to decipher the enemy’s messages, then to translate them, and finally

*The Germans were, of course, doing the same thing, often very effectively.
During early operations in the Western Desert, for example, they routinely read
messages describing British intentions and capabilities sent by the American
military attaché in Cairo. Similarly, the German Navy’s B-Dienst radio intelligence
unit intercepted and skillfully used Allied naval messages to attack convoys until
the summer of 1943.
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to assess their potential intelligence value and pass this information to
appropriate government sections and commanders.

By far the most difficult of these tasks was the first. Given the complexity
of the ciphering device the German military used for most high-grade
messages—the Enigma machine-—deciphering was a daunting job. Each of the
German services used Enigma machines, but with differing keys. The British
and later the Allied teams at BP worked on all of the varied keys, only some of
which they succeeded in breaking. Not all keys that were read could be read
consistently. The German Army’s signals were most difficult for the Allied
code breakers, and those of the Luftwaffe, the most lucrative. Ironically, it was
the seeming impossibility of breaking into the Enigma that made it such a
unique and unprecedented source of intelligence. Convinced that the system was
impenetrable, the Germans made extensive use of Enigma machines throughout
the war, relying almost exclusively on them for the overwhelming majority of
their high-grade enciphering. Even had the Germans wanted to do so, replacing
Enigma with new machines would have been very difficult, given the large
number in use.*

The Enigma was indeed a formidable machine. Originally adapted by the
German armed forces from a commercial machine in the late 1920s and
modified several times thereafter, it operated somewhat along the lines of a
typewriter. The keys were attached to a complex system of wires, rotary wheels
(initially numbering three, with more added later), electric lights, and plugboard
connectors. As each letter was typed on the keyboard, it sent an impulse through
the machine which set rotary wheels into motion and, based on a predetermined
setting, caused a different letter to light up. To decipher the message, the
recipient had to have an identical machine, set to the proper master setting, on
which an operator would type the enciphered message in groups of five letters.
The machine would reverse the process and light up, letter by letter, with the
original message.

Although Polish cryptanalysts had begun to read Enigma messages as early
as 1933, subsequent German modifications and the variety of possible settings
meant that, as one American historian has summarized, “The breaking of the
Enigma was not a one-time feat, but an extraordinary, continuous process.””
Because of the number of interchangeable wheels, the potential settings for each
one, the possible plug connections, and the variety of master settings, it has
been estimated the number of possible settings on an Enigma could have been
as high as 2.69 X 10 for each key.® During the war, different elements of the
German military used more than 50 separate master keys or ciphers (e.g., Red
was the general-purpose GAF code, while Garlic was the GAF weather key).’

The first decipherments were carried out painstakingly by hand with the
assistance of cribs—clues that might be revealed by the repetitious use of
certain words or phrases, or even by the style of specific operators. This
approach meant extensive delays between transmission of the original German
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message and its decipherment and subsequent translation by BP. In the summer
of 1939, the Poles offered the British an Enigma they had themselves built, and
which they had used to read German traffic for some years.® The following
spring, the British developed the Bombe, an electromechanical calculating
machine that could determine daily Enigma settings much more quickly than
could manual analysis. With the production of additional Bombes, the speed
with which Enigma messages could be deciphered improved significantly.’

In February 1944, the British introduced an even more sophisticated
machine, the Colossus, capable of handling up to 25,000 bits per second. Ten
of these were in operation by the spring of 1945. Colossus was aimed not at the
Enigma but at an even more complex machine, the Geheimschreiber (literally,
secret writer), an on-line teleprinter, penetration of whose signals required the
construction of an early programmable electronic digital computer. Geheim-
schreiber, called Fish by the Allied analysts, transmitted messages of the
highest command. Enigma encrypted for transmission the more operationally
and tactically oriented military traffic. Fish decryption was rarely current, from
three to seven days behind, once the machine’s design was understood and its
signals were broken in 1943.'° The lack of quick transcription of Fish traffic
was not necessarily a drawback; the nature of the information transmitted was
not as perishable as that sent by Enigma.

Deciphering of Enigma messages took place in Hut 6, one of several
temporary buildings that soon dotted the grounds at BP. From there, German
Army and Air Force messages went to Hut 3, while naval messages were
handled in Hut 8. At Hut 3, watch officers were responsible for translating the
messages and establishing an initial priority for handling before passing them
to Army (3-M) or Air (3-A) intelligence sections. Army and Air Force officers
evaluated and analyzed each message, determined which operational command
had a need to know, and prepared a signal for transmission to the appropriate
headquarters (including agencies such as the Air Ministry), sometimes with
annotations from previous ULTRA intercepts to assist the recipients in their
evaluation. Between January 1944 and the end of the war, BP sent almost
50,000 messages with intercepted signals information to Supreme Headquarters,
the Air Ministry, and other addressees.

The outgoing traffic, however, represented but a small part of the total
volume of intercepted German military and civil messages. Most messages
contained annotated comments from other ULTRA decrypts intended to help the
recipient put the data into reasonable context."! To aid in this process, Hut 3
maintained an air index which consisted of hundreds of thousands of cards on
which was recorded information on everything relating to the GAF, from unit
designations and locations, to weapons and equipment, to scientific terms, and
even including phrases or words whose meaning had not yet been determined. '

The special communications channels established to provide this super-
sensitive material to operational field headquarters consisted of a special
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An Enigma machine captured
from the German Army in
France in August 1944,

communications unit (SCU), which operated the radio equipment for receiving
and sending signals, and a special liaison unit (SLU) responsible for decipher-
ing, physically controlling, and destroying ULTRA material. SCU and SLU
members served with every senior field commander who received ULTRA
information. Dissemination of Enigma-generated intelligence—and especially
its source—was tightly restricted, particularly in the early years, to a very small
number of senior commanders and staff officers. Accordingly, a new security
classification designator was created: TOP SECRET ULTRA. Over time, the
designation ULTRA came to be applied to that intelligence derived from the
German Enigma machine traffic and to decrypted Japanese traffic as well.

Early in 1941, a small delegation of experts working for the U.S. Army’s
Signal Intelligence Service went to London for conferences with the British on
cryptographic technology. The meetings were an outgrowth of the October 1940
visit to the United States by Sir Henry Tizard, one of the guiding mentors of the
British radar defense system, and several others. The Tizard Mission brought
to America a number of new scientific-military developments including the
cavity magnetron, essential to generating microwave radar signals. Following
the American visit to London, the British received copies of the American
PURPLE and RED machines for use in decrypting Japanese diplomatic and naval
radio traffic. In return, although after some delay, the British sent one of their
copies of the German Enigma machines to Washington."

American involvement in the operational aspects of Great Britain’s ULTRA
system evolved only slowly after December 1941. This growth was in marked
contrast to the previously concluded extensive Anglo-American exchanges of
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cryptographic technology in early 1941 and to the rapid development of
otherwise remarkably integrated Anglo-American intelligence operations and
organizations. During the first eighteen months, American military commanders
in Europe and their superiors in Washington received only limited distribution
of decrypted ULTRA and did not understand, except for a very few technical
experts like the cryptologist William F. Friedman* of the Army’s Signal
Intelligence Service, how the British handled the deciphering, distribution, or
analysis of this intelligence.'* For strategic air operations over Europe as well
as during Operation TORCH and the subsequent struggle for North Africa, the
British maintained complete control over the interception, decryption,
evaluation, and distribution of Enigma-generated intelligence.

By the spring of 1943 the United States sought a greater role in SIGINT
activities in Europe. The British remained extremely reluctant to relinquish their
monopoly over the Axis codes and ciphers, in part because the United States
already had a blemished record when it came to keeping military secrets. Just
days before Pearl Harbor the isolationist Chicago Herald Tribune had published
the text of the War Department’s so-called Victory Program for the develop-
ment of American military capabilities necessary to defeat the Axis in the event
of war. The Tribune’s source for this document was almost certainly an officer
within the War Department. In addition, from the fall of 1941 to the summer of
1942 the Germans had broken the code used by the American military attaché
in Cairo, and they used the information thus gained in operations against the
British in the Western Desert. By 1943, however, the Americans could offer an
important bargaining chip, after recently breaking several of the major Japanese
high-level military ciphers.'

Despite an obvious wariness on both sides, the two governments signed an
agreement on sharing information on May 17, 1943. According to this
document, the British would continue their efforts against the German and
Italian high-grade ciphers (ULTRA) as well as lower-grade signals and radio
traffic sent in the clear (unencoded).t The Americans would continue their
assault against Japanese military, air, naval, and diplomatic ciphers.'® The
partners agreed to continue exchanging intelligence so gained and to establish
special procedures to ensure its secure handling and to prevent it from being
inadvertently commingled with intelligence from other sources. These

*William F. Friedman (1891-1969), a cryptanalyst of great ability, began to
appear prominently in Army SIGINT during World War 1. After the war, Friedman
worked as the Army’s chief cryptanalyst in a very small office directed more to
developing new codes and ciphers than to penetrating those of foreign powers. He
was instrumental in training Army officers in cryptography and cryptanalysis and
in Jeading the team that broke the PURPLE cipher.

Low-grade and high-grade in this context refer to the complexity of
encipherment, not to the inherent value of the intelligence that might be derived
from intercepted signals.
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procedures basically followed those the British were already practicing. Signals
containing ULTRA material could be sent over only the most secure communica-
tions channels and handled solely by the SCUs with secure, mostly one-time,
cipher pads. Access to raw (undisguised) ULTRA would be restricted to
individuals who had been indoctrinated in its special value and who had a
definite need to know. Finally, the agreement provided for liaison officers who
would handle ULTRA to be assigned to all major Allied air and land command-
ers."

While these negotiations were underway in Washington, Col. Alfred
McCormack,*:Deputy Chief of Special Branch, Military Intelligence Service
(MIS); Maj. Telford Taylor,t General Counsel of the Federal Communication
Commission, recently brought into the MIS Special Branch; and William
Freidman, who had been instrumental in breaking the Japanese diplomatic
codes, were in the United Kingdom to study the SIGINT organization and
procedures at BP. With the formal agreement between the two nations, Taylor,
promoted to lieutenant colonel, remained in the United Kingdom to serve as the
senior American MIS representative for ULTRA.'®

*Col. Alfred McCormack (1901-1956) was Deputy Chief of the Special Branch
of the MIS from May 1942 to June 1944 before becoming Chief of the Directorate
of Intelligence, MIS. In January 1942, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson
appointed McCormack as his special assistant, assigning him to study the way the
War Department handled SIGINT and to recommend improvements. McCormack,
alawyer in civilian life, entered the Army commissioned as a lieutenant colonel. He
eventually attained the rank of colonel. It was his recommendation that led to the
establishment of the Special Branch within MIS in May 1942. Special Branch was
a unit staffed, in part, by lawyers and highly educated civilians who received
commissions as Army officers and whose job it was to analyze, evaluate, interpret,
process, and disseminate SIGINT systematically for the War Department. Upon his
discharge from the Army in 1945, McCormack worked with the State Department
on intelligence matters until April 1946, when he returned to his private law
practice. For an account of Colonel McCormack’s wartime experiences and for his
personal War Department files see SRH-185 and SRH-141, pts 1, 2, NA, RG 457.

tCol. Telford Taylor (1908 ) was in charge of the London Branch of MIS,
headquartered at the American Embassy at Grosvenor Square. He entered the Army
as amajor in 1942 after attending Harvard Law School and serving as a lawyer from
1933 to 1942 for federal agencies and congressional committees. From 1945 to
1955 he served as a prosecutor in the Nuremberg war crimes trials. He was
promoted to brigadier general in 1946 and remained with the Army for three more
years. He later practiced law in New York City and became a professor of law at
Columbia University. Among his books are Sword and Swastika: Generals and
Nazis in the Third Reich (New York, 1952), Nuremberg and Vietnam: An American
Tragedy (New York, 1970), and Courts of Terror: Soviet Criminal Justice and
Jewish Emigration (New York, 1976). His most important book was Munich: The
Price of Peace (New York, 1979).
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Despite the signed agreement, according to the official history of MIS
activities in London, the early months of this new relationship were marked by
“a lack of confidence on both sides.” Not until September did the British permit
Taylor rather than their own officers to determine what to forward to Washing-
ton. It would take another year before virtually all signals went across the
Atlantic without having to be cleared through London." Until January 1944, the
bulk of the material Washington received through Taylor’s office dealt with the
German Army rather than the Luftwaffe. With the arrival at BP of an AAF
officer in January 1944, the amount of air intelligence increased significantly.
By June 1944, ULTRA material, which expanded considerably from January to
June, was sent to the United States by air three times weekly, in addition to
material deemed sufficiently time-sensitive to be transmitted by radio.” In the
late summer of 1943, Colonel Taylor had moved his office from London to BP.
That fall, the first American cryptanalysts and translators began to work in Hut
6 and perform as watch officers in Hut 3. By spring 1944, some fifty American
officers and enlisted men were serving as cryptanalysts and translators at BP.*!
By June 1944, two USAAF officers were functioning with the air intelligence
section of Hut 3 as well.

In January 1944, Taylor established an organization known as 3-US to
handle the analysis and dissemination aspects of ULTRA intelligence. The
members of 3-US selected messages and summaries to be sent to Washington.
Its officers were also incorporated into the existing Hut 3 Army and Air Force
intelligence sections that evaluated decrypted messages and sent appropriate
signals to field commands throughout Europe and the Mediterranean. In
addition, Taylor’s organization served as the parent headquarters for the
American liaison officers assigned to operational commanders—designated
special security officers (SSOs) and special security representatives.* At its
peak, 3-US contained sixty-eight people. Ten performed liaison duties between
BP and Washington; twelve served as intelligence officers in Hut 3, and three
handled various administrative duties in London. Nineteen American techni-
cians had been incorporated into the British SCU/SLU communication system,
and twenty-four officers served as special security liaison officers at operational
headquarters.?

The SSOs were the conduits through which American commanders
received ULTRA. For air forces in Europe and the Mediterranean, tactical air
commands were the lowest headquarters to which SSOs were sent. (For a
variety of reasons, the situation was more complicated in the Pacific theaters;
that is addressed later in this chapter.) These individuals, only twenty-eight of
whom served in Europe during the war, were all personally selected by Colonel

*The term “Special Security Representative” was the designation for the senior
liaison officers. Since most American air headquarters had only one liaison officer,
the term “Special Security Officer,” or SSO, will be used throughout this study.
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McCormack. They remained MIS representatives under the command of
Colonel Taylor and were attached rather than permanently assigned to
operational headquarters.?

In March 1944, the U.S. Army Chief of Staff personally delineated the
responsibilities of these officers, whose ranks ranged from lieutenants to
lieutenant colonels. In a letter to General Eisenhower, the senior American
officer in Europe, General Marshall wrote of the SSOs, “Their primary
responsibilities will be to evaluate ULTRA intelligence, present it in useable
form to the commanding officer and to such of his senior staff officers as are
authorized ULTRA recipients, assist in fusing ULTRA intelligence with
intelligence derived from other sources, and give advice in connection with
making operational use of ULTRA intelligence in such fashion that the security
of the source is not endangered.”” This was a heavy burden. In the words of one
junior officer, it was a great compliment that his commanding general entrusted
him to evaluate signals rather than reading them himself, but it was also one that
“produced gray hairs.”*

The SSOs were not the only individuals indoctrinated into or authorized to
handle ULTRA. By the fall of 1944, in fact, the number of indoctrinated officers
had expanded well beyond commanders and senior staff officers. General
Spaatz’s personal intelligence officer at HQ USSTAF (Adv.) handled ULTRA
along with other intelligence sources. At least four USSTAF officers on duty in
the Air Ministry had access to ULTRA.” By the end of the war, some twenty-
five to thirty officers in HQ Eighth Air Force were cleared to receive ULTRA.”

The circle of indoctrinated individuals remained quite small. At HQ Ninth
AirForce, it included only the commanding general, the director of intelligence,
and a few others, including the director of operations, but none of his subordi-
nates.” In the Southwest Pacific, the Fifth Air Force director of operations was
not cleared for ULTRA until late in 1944, and his deputy Lt. Col. Francis C.
Gideon knew only that Capt. Phil Graham, who was serving as the SSO, “was
in that kind [special intelligence] of business.”** The Chief of Staff of XIX
Tactical Air Command (TAC), which supported Third Army in Europe, was not
cleared for ULTRA until October 1944, more than four months after D-day.*

Regardless of the scope of his clientele, it remained the SSO’s responsibil-
ity to shepherd ULTRA, ensure its secure handling, and prevent operational
decisions that might jeopardize its continuance. The delicate situations in which
this placed junior officers somewhat explains their special status outside the
normal headquarters command structure. Their position allowed them greater
freedom to remind senior officers of the restrictions on the handling, discussion,

=kGideon, later the Fifth’s deputy for operations and subsequently a lieutenant
general, also noted he could not “recall a single instance when Phil Graham’s
information was particularly valuable to me.” Intvw, Dr. Robert C. Ehrhart with Lt
Gen Francis Gideon, May 18, 1988, p. 22.
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and use of ULTRA. Since not everyone within a headquarters was indoctrinated
for ULTRA, even within intelligence sections this detached position also made
it easier, though it was still delicate, to bypass such individuals.

This approach also could be used to circumvent those few individuals who,
although indoctrinated, did not accept the importance of ULTRA. For example,
for a period of time at Ninth Air Force, the director of intelligence ordered the
SSO not to discuss ULTRA with his nominal superior, the chief of operations
intelligence, because the latter refused to integrate it into the intelligence
process. The SSO instead dealt directly with the directors of intelligence and
operations.” The Eighth Air Force SSO reported “suspicion and apparent
jealousy existed,” and noted the chief of target section was “outspoken” in his
distrust of ULTRA and preference for photointelligence and prisoner of war
(POW) interrogations.*

To explain their presence, their special insights, and their access to the
commanding general, SSOs had to invent appropriate titles. These included
titles such as GAF expert, Russian liaison officer, evaluations and appreciations
officer, air OB expert, and general liaison and special reports officer.*®
Maintenance of this cover often required a great deal of time and effort. For
example, as the “GAF expert” at XXIX TAC, Capt. Langdon Van Norden also
received all non-ULTRA intelligence on OB, airfields, and aircraft, and he
prepared reports in addition to handling all ULTRA traffic.> Despite a certain
degree of curiosity among nonindoctrinated intelligence officers, none of the
SSOs assigned to air headquarters identified the issue of suitable cover as a
major problem. These officers agreed they had little trouble keeping separate
in their own minds what was ULTRA and what had come from other sources.*

Rigid compartmentalization also necessitated physically separating ULTRA
from other intelligence material, sometimes creating administrative and logistics
difficulties. The SSO with IX TAC reported that when he landed on “the Far
Shore” after D-day, his first “office” was a log in an apple orchard, and his only
support material, a portable map case.*® Another SSO noted sharing a trailer
with the director of intelligence had the advantage of constant access, but the
many ponindoctrinated visitors made it difficult to work with ULTRA
materials.”” More demanding on the individuals involved were limitations on
the number of SSOs, which placed heavy demands on these individuals and
sometimes reduced the availability of ULTRA, particularly among tactical air
forces. This was especially evident at air headquarters, probably due to their
smaller size compared to their ground counterparts. At most air headquarters the
single SSO was on call twenty-four hours a day. When a tactical air command
headquarters was physically separated from its army coheadquarters—as
happened during fast-moving operations in the summer of 1944-—the appropri-
ate special communications unit went with the army headquarters. During these
periods, some SSOs spent up to nine hours daily traveling between headquarters
and the SCU. Not surprisingly, service during these periods was limited.*®
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The most serious limitation caused by the compartmentalization of ULTRA
was that it made more difficult the primary task of the SSOs—the interpretation
of ULTRA and its fusion with other sources. To do these tasks properly required
the SSO not only to keep abreast of all ULTRA intelligence, but also to read,
digest, and correlate other sources as well. The interpretation of intelligence
from other sources and the use of ULTRA-derived insights to guide interpreta-
tions of this other material were complicated and delicate processes which often
had to be accomplished indirectly. One ULTRA liaison officer commented not
only on the time and effort required to deal with ULTRA and non-ULTRA
sources, but also on the loneliness of having no one at his level with whom he
could discuss possible interpretations and ideas.”

The reluctance to clear individuals in key intelligence positions contributed
to the difficulties of using ULTRA most effectively. At Ninth Air Force (Adv.),
for example, the chief of the operational target intelligence branch was not
indoctrinated until late in the winter of 1944-1945, despite ULTRA’s primary
role in the targeting process. Until that individual was cleared, the integration
of ULTRA into the selection and evaluation of Ninth Air Force bomber targets
was done primarily by Capt. Charles Kindleberger, who was actually assigned
to the adjacent 12th Army Group.*® An immediate postwar study by MIS on the
handling of ULTRA noted that burdening a single individual with sole responsi-
bility for ULTRA sometimes resulted in that officer’s becoming so busy handling
and caring for signals that he had little time left for reflection and analysis.
Cautioning against the tendency to turn intelligence officers into administrative
clerks, the report observed, “The heart of intelligence is not busy work.”*!

To most effectively use the insights ULTRA offered, which often came in
seemingly disjointed fragments, SSOs developed organizational and presenta-
tional techniques which contributed to their grasp of the intelligence picture and
enabled commanders and staff officers to integrate this intelligence into their
decisions. Almost all kept files of some type arranged into categories. The
extensiveness of these files varied with the amount of information received, its
relevance to a unit’s operations, and the extent of friendly and enemy activity.
At Ninth Air Force the SSO records included air OB files on enemy units—lo-
cation, personnel and equipment strengths, state of training, and prospective
movements—as well as information on the status and operational use of enemy
airfields by aircraft type.*” The XIX TAC SSO divided his files into GAF
intentions, capabilities, and operations; potential targets and damage reports; air
OB; special information, e.g., jet developments; and enemy ground force
information.”® Less systematized was the arrangement of the XII TAC SSO in
Italy, who kept an annotated notebook while returning messages to the SCU for
destruction.**

Most officers tried to maintain maps and charts to present ULTRA
intelligence in an easily understood manner. The burden of segregating ULTRA
was illustrated by the comment of one SSO that he kept two sets of maps: one
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that included ULTRA intelligence for briefing the commander and indoctrinated
staff officers; the other, without ULTRA information, was for “visitors.”*> At the
other extreme was the A—2 at XII Tactical Air Force in Italy. According to one
cleared officer, “Maj. Corning operates out of his shirt pocket, merges all
sources in his mind and is not given to pat statements about what part of his
total knowledge is supplied by special intelligence.”*

Few American air commanders read the signals from BP on a regular basis,
preferring to rely on the SSO or senior intelligence officer. Maj. Gen. Elwood
R. Quesada, commander of the IX TAC, for example, expected his SSO to
compare ULTRA with other sources and to evaluate it in the light of their
mission at the commander’s evening intelligence briefing.*’ Similarly, while the
commander of XXIX TAC and his directors of operations and intelligence
readily accepted and used ULTRA, they rarely read the raw signals.** The
commander of Eighth Air Force, Maj. Gen. James H. Doolittle, and his deputy
for operations, Brig. Gen. Orvil A. Anderson, were such avid adherents of
ULTRA that they insisted on maintaining an SLU at headquarters. The SSO
presented ULTRA at the morning briefing, and he attended the evening targeting
meeting as well. Both Doolittle and Anderson frequently asked what ULTRA had
to offer on subjects under discussion.*

The SSO’s most frequent contact was not always with the commanding
general. As SSO at HQ USSTAF, Lt. Col. (later Colonel) Lewis F. Powell, Ir.,
saw Spaatz only occasionally, but he discussed ULTRA daily with the deputy
commander for operations, Maj. Gen. Frederick Anderson.>® While the SSO of
XIX TAC maintained an excellent relationship with Maj. Gen. O. P. Weyland,
he briefed the general only periodically. His routine contacts were with the A-2,
who fused ULTRA with other sources and briefed Weyland and Third Army
commander Lt. Gen. George Patton.’’ Even within a single headquarters,
procedures differed over time. At Ninth Air Force, one director of intelligence
instructed the SSO to prepare written summaries and appreciations. His
successor, Col. Richard Hughes, preferred that the SSO annotate the signals and
then discuss them personally with him. Both directors of intelligence briefed
Maj. Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg, the Ninth Air Force commander.*

At most headquarters, SSOs presented ULTRA at a daily briefing to the
commanding general and indoctrinated officers, most often in the morning.
These daily briefings generally lasted fifteen to thirty minutes and covered the
past twenty-four hours’ activities and signals, as well as offered reports on
special topics such as jet aircraft development.”® At HQ USSTAF, the chief of
operational intelligence blended ULTRA into his overall intelligence situation
briefing without indicating the source of any piece of information.* At the
TACsS, the daily briefing was often conducted jointly with the commander and
staff of the supported army, and included both air- and ground-oriented ULTRA.
An SSO briefed Weyland and Patton together almost every morning.*
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To supplement these formal briefings, many SSOs prepared frequent
written reports on special topics such as V-weapons, jet fighter developments,
and enemy ground reinforcements.> All routinely delivered priority incoming
signals or discussed their contents with the commanding general or other senior
officers several times a day. No standard operating procedure existed overall.
The Fifteenth Air Force ULTRA representative, for example, annotated signals
he deemed significant, and he hand carried them to the senior officers, but he
did not prepare written summaries or reports.”’

At most headquarters, indoctrinated officers stopped by the SSO’s office
at least daily, often several times a day, to read signals or review appropriate
maps and charts.”® The Ninth Air Force director of operations routinely
reviewed ULTRA-based charts on enemy airfields and bridges while considering
missions for the 9th Bombardment Division’s tactical bombers.* In southern
France the A-2 and A-3 consulted the XII TAC SSO before preparing
intelligence summaries or operations orders.*

In their decision to identify and segregate a single SSO to handle ULTRA
material, the American forces differed from their British allies. By the summer
of 1943, the latter had adopted a more integrated system in which selected
members of the regular intelligence staff processed ULTRA signals. In contrast
to the American SSOs, these individuals did not receive special training at BP
but were indoctrinated in place, as deemed necessary for the effective
performance of their intelligence responsibilities.®' The greater willingness of
the British to indoctrinate intelligence officers was reflected in joint intelligence
organizations such as the various headquarters under Mediterranean Allied Air
Command, most of which included several ULTRA-cleared RAF officers but no,
or at best one or two, indoctrinated Americans.*

One benefit of the British procedure was that it integrated ULTRA into the
larger intelligence picture at a lower level, a step several American SSOs
strongly recommended in their postwar reports.®® As evaluated by one American
SSO, such an arrangement allowed ULTRA to assume “its proper dimension of
another source of intelligence . . . rather than the conjuring act seen in some
subordinate American headquarters.” On the other hand, this individual also
observed that in the area of providing “special training in use and interpretation
of ULTRA [at BP] . . . the American system is superior.”® Through the fall of
1944, in fact, the American system evolved into a modified version of this as-
needed arrangement, with subsequent improvements in ULTRA’s immediate
operational value. The Ninth Air Force SSO, for example, commented that the
indoctrination of the chief of the targets branch significantly enhanced ULTRA’s
usefulness in the targeting process. Unfortunately, this step did not occur until
March 1945.%
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Lt. Gen. Elwood R. Quesada Brig. Gen. Orvil A. Anderson

Maj. Gen. Frederick L. Anderson Lt. Gen. O. P. Weyland

A problem of particular significance to air headquarters was the strict
prohibition laid down against placing indoctrinated officers in positions that
might result in their capture. Since for airmen this meant no combat missions,
it was certainly a reason to limit access among operations staffs. Even so, this
rigid rule was violated on several occasions, including once by an AAF general
who bailed out of a crippled aircraft and became a prisoner of the Luftwaffe in
June 1944, Fortunately, the Germans never interrogated him to the point of his
revealing the unique information.®

Maintaining the absolute secrecy of this unique source was not the only
problem SSOs and their superiors faced. Determining the significance of any
given message required ingenuity and the ability to extrapolate from often
incomplete clues. For one thing, ULTRA was only as good as the information the
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Maj. Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg Maj. Gen. James H. Doolittle

original German sender put into an Enigma message. If the latter was inaccurate
or incomplete, so too was ULTRA. Sometimes originators were deliberately
inaccurate; more often intercepted messages were incomplete either in their
content or in their assessment of a situation.”

ULTRA was incomplete in the sense that BP, for all its excellence, could not
intercept every German Enigma signal, and many of the signals that it did
intercept were incomplete or could be only partially deciphered. While the
number of signals BP sent to the field rose significantly between 1943 and
1944, what it presented often resembled a jigsaw puzzle with at least some
pieces missing. Sometimes the available pieces were sufficient by themselves
to recreate the total picture. More often, the blanks could be filled in only by
other sources or extrapolated on the basis of what was available. Increasing the
difficulty of this exploitation, particularly with regard to the enemy’s intentions,
was the fact that BP only rarely intercepted communications between senior
enemy headquarters and among senior commanders. Most Enigma signals
contained information that related to activities or orders representing only
portions of an overall operation or reorganization.

The role of the intelligence officers in Hut 3 was crucial, for they
determined the initial value of a given message and prepared the signals to
operational commands. Not every message was forwarded to all headquarters.
The typical message leaving Hut 3 contained the English translation of the
German text (with emendations explaining missing words or sections) for a
field commander’s consideration. Also on the message would be, whenever
possible, notations putting the text into the context of previous intercepts, such
as the state of the known German command organization, supply arrangement,
or the like. Not all of the SSOs assigned to air headquarters agreed about the
sufficiency of what their headquarters received. Some SSOs appear to have
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believed they should have been sent more than they got, either more signals or
at least more frequent and annotated summaries from a more fully informed
higher headquarters. At least one SSO argued that BP or at least someone above
his level should have provided more extensive interpretations, rather than their
simply forwarding raw messages.® BP’s intelligence officers argued that they
were not in a position to provide such commentary because they deliberately
knew nothing about friendly dispositions or intentions, and thus lacked the
broad context that the SSOs supposed.” On the other hand, at least one SSO
recalled that “higher headquarters” (which he did not identify) had done a good
job of summarizing material that, while not necessary in an immediate
operational sense, provided useful background.” Analysts at BP’s Hut 3 added
only comments derived from other ULTRA material. This segregation of
information served both to keep other Allied plans and intentions secure and to
avoid any incorrect interpretations of policy from creeping into BP’s prime
product: intelligence data. Field commanders bore the responsibility for using
the special intelligence; it would not have been fair or militarily wise to lay
upon them extraneous information or possibly spurious suggestions.

The question of how much material was received seemed most critical at
the tactical air commands, which appear to have gotten relatively little
intelligence of events and developments outside their immediate area of
operations. The SSO for XXIX TAC noted after the war that his commanding
general constantly sought a broader perspective than was provided, believing
the flexibility of air power meant his force’s mission or even location might be
changed quickly under the press of combat.”*

The issue of context was crucial. Despite its uniqueness, ULTRA material
was like any other piece of intelligence in that it was less apt to be misinter-
preted if placed in the larger picture; it was more effective when fused with
other intelligence. Virtually to a man, the SSOs, despite their privileged
positions as the keepers of this unique asset, reiterated both the necessity for
integrating ULTRA with other sources and the related danger of relying solely
on what they referred to as Source. Recognizing the struggle of intelligence
officers to meet the incessant demands of commanders for information while
maintaining the security of ULTRA, the SSO at IX TAC spoke for many when
he admitted, “The two easy errors, isolation from other sources and the
conviction that ULTRA will provide all the needed intelligence, are indeed the
Scylla and Charybdis of the representative. ULTRA must be looked on as one of
a number of sources.””?

Finally, even after it became nearly comprehensive in its presentation of
quantifiable data such as OB, fuel shortages, and unit locations, ULTRA did not
relieve intelligence officers or their commanders from maintaining an open
mind in drawing conclusions from this plethora of data. Even the most famous
surprise of the war in Europe—the German offensive in the Ardennes in
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December 1944—resulted not from a lack of evidence, but from a failure to
interpret that evidence correctly.

The Importance of ULTRA in the European Theater

The importance of ULTRA in the air war against the European Axis became
very complex. In the first place, there were several air wars in Europe and the
Mediterranean, some of which occurred simultaneously, each having its own
character. ULTRA’s role differed at least slightly among all. ULTRA’s influence
changed significantly through the course of the war. Not until the spring and
summer of 1943, for example, did it affect strategic air planning and operations
to any important degree.” Finally, the very procedures established to shield its
existence increased the normal problems of establishing direct linkages among
intelligence, planning, and operations.

ULTRA’s influence in American strategic air operations against Germany
fell into three broad categories: target selection, damage assessment, and
information about the primary opponent: the Luftwaffe. Until 1944 ULTRA
provided only limited assistance to the selection of target systems or individual
targets. None of the strategic air plans prepared through 1943—AWPD-1,
AWPD-42, the Casablanca Directive, the Eaker Plan, or even Operation
ARGUMENT (the concentrated campaign against the German aircraft industry
and GAF)—was based primarily on ULTRA. The USSTAF recommendation of
March 1944 that the GAF was sufficiently weakened to permit a refocusing of
effort was supported in large part by ULTRA. At the same time, the targets
recommended for next attention, the German oil industry, had long been
considered a critical objective which awaited only the capability for the mass
attacks that Eighth Air Force finally acquired that winter.

Because information regarding industrial capacity and conditions only
occasionally went through German military communications channels, Enigma
transmissions rarely provided the kind of information upon which strategic
planners depended. The basis for selection of broad target systems was the
economic analysis developed by such groups as the COA and the EOU,
interpreted and adjusted by operational considerations such as distance,
weather, and size of the available bomber force. A USSTAF study on the use
of ULTRA material and the strategic air war concluded in 1945 that “on the
whole it seems fair to say the major decisions on the employment of strategic
air power would have been the same had ULTRA not been available.””* This
assessment was supported by others intimately connected with intelligence and
the planning of strategic air operations. Looking back thirty years later, Lewis
Powell came to a similar assessment: “I think even if there had been no ULTRA,
that with aerial reconnaissance, primarily, plus the work of scholars and
economists, we would have identified the target systems in Germany. It may
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have taken us longer—in fact, [ know it would have taken us much longer—but
in the end we would have destroyed the German economy.””

In the area of targeting, ULTRA’s contribution lay not in the initial selection
of target systems but in the “absolutely un-arguable proof” it provided that the
policies and target systems American airmen had selected were indeed correct.”
This unique insight largely overrode the normal tendency in the face of the
unknown to hedge one’s bets by spreading resources across a spectrum of
targets in the hope of getting parts of many, if it was not possible to get them
all. It enabled American airmen to press the strategic bombing offensive against
selected targets—first the Luftwaffe and aircraft industry, and then oil—with a
degree of assurance they otherwise would have lacked. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, it enabled them to convince others of the validity of their arguments.

A second responsibility of intelligence in the strategic air war was to assess
the damage inflicted on targets, its impact on the enemy’s industrial production,
and, ultimately, its effect on his military capability. Here, too, Enigma provided
only occasional glimpses, since much of this information did not ordinarily flow
through military channels. According to the USSTAF analysis, throughout most
of 1943 many ULTRA reports were “too vague and general to be of importance
operationally.” They were, for much of this period, too sporadic or incomplete
to provide the basis for evaluation or, more importantly, future targeting
decisions. Aerial photography remained the best way to assess bomb damage.”’
Even in this period, ULTRA reports that identified specific structural damage
enhanced photointerpretation by enabling interpreters to correlate visual
evidence with German reports of structural damage. The result was an improved
method for estimating impact and blast damage.”®

During 1944 the volume and accuracy of damage reportage carried by
Enigma increased to the point that the enemy provided “a considerable amount
of information on [bombing] results.”” By that fall, USSTAF received ULTRA
signals of target damage the day after a raid, which were followed up the next
day with aerial reconnaissance to confirm and clarify the Enigma intelligence.*
Since 1944 was also the year the American strategic bomber force grew to
significant size and possessed at least a limited capability to engage in radar
bombing, the impact of this more detailed intelligence was magnified beyond
what it would have been in previous years.

While photointerpretation remained a fundamental part of the process of
assessing the damage to a facility’s productive capability, ULTRA provided a
special perspective. As skilled as the Allied photointerpreters at Medmenham
had become, only ULTRA could advise intelligence officers and operational
planners that a damaged facility expected “resumption of production in
approximately 8 days” Reports indicating no interruption to production
provided an invaluable counterbalance to the tendency to assume that physical
damage to a plant automatically reduced or halted production.*' By the last year
of the war, ULTRA was not only providing a better glimpse of the enemy’s
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industrial condition, it was also influencing operational decisions on when to
bomb and toward what targets to shift bombing’s focus.

When ‘the Allied landing at Normandy compounded the pressures the
German military already faced on the eastern front, in Italy, and in the skies
over Germany, Enigma increasingly began to reveal shortages of supplies,
equipment, and personnel. This information influenced operational decisions in
the land war in western Europe. It also affected strategic air operations. Such
intelligence, particularly as it related to oil and fuel, confirmed the direction of
the strategic air campaign. By the fall of 1944, such insights had an even more
direct impact on that campaign. To a large extent, it was ULTRA that provided
the basis for several changes in target system priorities and the addition and
elimination of different target systems from strategic bombing priority lists.

ULTRA most fully encompassed the numerous aspects of the air war in
Europe through the insight it provided into the GAF. While stressing the
interrelated nature of air intelligence, the Eighth Air Force SSO added that the
reports ULTRA provided “of the strength, dispositions, composition, production,
wastage, reserves, and serviceability of the GAF . . . were the raw materials of
knowledge that produced most of our picture of the institution . . . [which] was
our major strategic target until April of 1944.”%* Through 1943, ULTRA
monitored the buildup of the German fighter defenses and the decision to
concentrate resources on the air defense of the Reich. While the aircrews who
engaged this expanding force could have offered some cogent observations
along these lines, ULTRA provided a more accurate monitoring of this buildup
as well as the command structure under which it was organized. It enabled the
Allies to trace at least some of the steps the enemy was prepared to take to
prevent Allied air attack, and it offered some insight into the enemy’s
perspective of the struggle for the skies over Germany.

It is not true that ULTRA enabled Allied intelligence to eavesdrop on every
decision of the German high command, for the Geheimschreiber remained a
difficult system to penetrate, and many reports and decisions went out in ways
other than radio messages. It must have been reassuring in the fall of 1943, as
the Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces were suffering heavy casualties, to read the
following admission of the Air Officer for Fighters in Berlin: “The fighter and
heavy fighter formations have not been able to secure decisive success in our
defense against American four-engine formations.”® By the spring of 1944 it
was both ULTRA and photographic evidence that gave Spaatz an understanding
of the damage wrought by the AAF’s campaign against the German fighter
force. This Allied campaign, code named ARGUMENT, had been repeatedly
postponed since November 1943 because of poor weather. ARGUMENT’s
objective was a series of aerial assaults on German fighter production (from
ball-bearing manufacture to engine and airframe assembly) and on airfields and
aircraft storage areas. The Allied air commanders hoped to break German air
defenses to relieve pressure on the Combined Bomber Offensive (CBO) and to
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cripple the Luftwaffe before the planned Allied landings in France. For six days
in February (the 20th to the 25th), Allied bombers struck repeatedly in what has
since been labeled “Big Week.” But it was only with an understanding of the
German losses in the air battles and from bombardment that Spaatz could
recommend with confidence a shift away from the German aircraft industry and
a focus on strategic air power’s ultimate objective: destruction of the enemy’s
capability to conduct military operations through the dislocation of his
industrial capability and economic resources.**

In establishing this picture, Allied air intelligence received invaluable
assistance from the GAF. From the beginning of the war, the Luftwaffe was
notoriously lax in communications security.”® The British broke the primary
GAF ULTRA key early in the war, and the Luftwaffe’s message traffic continued
to be one of the most prolific sources of intelligence. Most helpful in this regard
was the Luftwaffe’s daily report. As Lewis Powell recalled, “Literally almost
every day, every combat unit of the German Air Force would report on the
number of airplanes that were serviceable, on the number of crews who were
ready and fit to fly, and, if there had been combat the day before, on the
casualties, and the wins claimed.”® Moreover, because German air liaison
officers assigned to Army commands used certain GAF keys on their Enigma
machines, BP routinely used their knowledge of the GAF keys as cribs or clues
for breaking into the more difficult German Army ciphers.

The information Enigma provided on the Luftwaffe could be almost
encyclopedic in its scope. Without exhausting the full range, it included orders
establishing commands, including chain of command structures, areas of
responsibility, missions, functions, and commanders; unit strengths, training
programs, and status; locations and impending moves; airfield status, support
requirements, supply status, and status and movements of ground support
elements; number of serviceable aircraft, losses, requirements for replacements,
and allocations of new aircraft; and operations orders, missions scheduled and
flown, and results.”

Even without intercepting every GAF message, using the air index at BP
and the more mission—specific files the SSOs maintained at air headquarters, it
was possible to develop over time a nearly complete picture of the Luftwaffe.
This flow of intelligence was so great that, according to Lewis Powell, “The
intelligence officers in Hut 3 probably knew more about it [the Luftwaffe] than
[did] high-ranking German officers.”* Within the context of the overall war, the
real value of ULTRA regarding the GAF may not have lain so much in the
information it offered on enemy operations as in what it revealed about the
GAF’s deteriorating logistical base. It was this look into the German supply
system that revealed long-term trends and thus allowed for the application of the
most effective pressure on all elements of the Luftwaffe as well as other
segments of the Wehrmacht.®

77



Piercing the Fog

ULTRA’s relationship to Allied tactical air operations in Europe and the
Mediterranean differed in several respects from its influence on the strategic air
war. In contrast to the perspective of American strategic air forces, the
Luftwaffe’s fighter force was not the Allied tactical air forces’ primary opponent
in either Italy or western Europe after the autumn of 1943. The primary
contribution of ULTRA was in the targeting process. Most of the ULTRA signals
relevant to tactical air operations contained information on German land rather
than air forces. While ULTRA was distributed only down to the strategic
numbered air forces, in the tactical air chain of command it went one level
lower, to the tactical air commands.

The decline of the Luftwaffe as a threat to Allied tactical air operations was
strikingly evident. Despite preinvasion concerns by airmen in the United
Kingdom and in Washington, the Luftwaffe put up insignificant resistance to
Operation OVERLORD. Enigma did provide information that contributed directly
to successful Allied air operations in the weeks immediately after D-day.
Looking back on the war, however, General Robert M. Lee, who became
director of operations for Ninth Air Force in September, 1944, maintained he
did not “recall getting an awful lot on . . . [enemy] air operations, because it
didn’t have much of an impact on us.”* Special security officers properly
maintained files and charts on the status and condition of GAF units, but they
and their superiors recognized, as the SSO with the First Tactical Air Force
(Prov.) recorded, that “Allied air superiority was too overwhelming to be
affected by anything the GAF might do.”’

More than one SSO complained that BP continued to overemphasize the
GAF long after it had ceased to be a dominant factor. The special advisor on
targeting for Ninth Air Force, Maj. Lucius Buck, referred to a “Battle of
Britain” mentality in the RAF and the resultant emphasis on air OB at the
expense of targeting intelligence as “inconsistent with American concepts of
offensive air power.”92 Lt. Col. Leslie L. Rood, at XII TAC, also commented on
BP’s concern with the Luftwaffe, noting his command’s staff “were completely
uninterested in its [GAF’s] grandiose plans and ineffective operations.””

ULTRA’s contribution to tactical air planning and operations depended to
a large extent on the level of command. At the numbered air forces and above,
its value was the background information it provided which became the
backdrop on which policy and broad operational decisions were made. From the
perspective of the Ninth Air Force director of operations, it was “the accumula-
tion of information™ rather than specific target intelligence that constituted
ULTRA’s greatest contribution.”* Similarly, for Twelfth Air Force’s tactical
bombers, ULTRA’s contribution was assessed not in terms of providing targeting
(which came from a variety of sources) but in the cumulative evidence that the
interdiction campaign in Italy was adversely affecting the enemy’s supply
channels.”
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At the tactical air command level, ULTRA did offer frequent inputs for
mission planning. This proved especially valuable because higher headquarters
generally provided only broad guidance, while leaving the TACs to determine,
plan, and execute their own missions in conjunction with the appropriate Army
headquarters. Some of this intelligence pertained to the GAF. Enigma messages
enabled Allied night fighters to conduct very effective intercepts against
German transports attempting to resupply the beleaguered fortresses along the
Atlantic coast in the summer of 1944.% ULTRA provided extensive intelligence
on the primary target of tactical air forces—the German Army. This information
ranged from the specific—the location of enemy units, fuel and supply depots,
and movements—to more general insights into losses and shortages of
equipment and manpower. Close coordination between army and tactical air
command staffs frequently allowed such intelligence to provide the basis for air
interdiction missions.

In contrast to strategic air operations, ULTRA provided the tactical forces
with greater assistance in target selection than in damage assessment. For XII
TAC in Italy the SSO reported, “The occasional damage reports on specific
targets are of doubtful value because [XII] TAC attacks vast numbers of small
targets every day.””’ According to one postwar report on ULTRA’s use, in
general there was “a scarcity of immediate intelligence” on fighter-bomber
damage in western Europe.” The SSO at Ninth Air Force noted that photorecon-
naissance and interpretation were generally more useful in damage assessment
than was ULTRA. The same individual added, however, that ULTRA’s damage
assessment contribution was particularly important in the winter of 1944 when
weather often prevented effective aerial reconnaissance.”

ULTRA’s overriding contribution for both tactical and strategic air
operations was the guidance it provided in evaluating other sources, in
interpreting otherwise unclear information, and in directing more effective
employment of other intelligence capabilities and resources. Certainly the SSOs
who were responsible for ULTRA and for blending it with other sources of
intelligence clearly viewed this as its primary contribution: “The greatest value
which the special intelligence officer can be to the headquarters which he is
serving is to be constantly developing and exploiting in a legitimate manner
fi.e., with proper cover] the general intelligence which he knows has been
confirmed by source . . . [and] in guiding the employment of other intelligence
sources in order to build up the general intelligence picture. . . .”'® In short,
ULTRA substantiated intelligence from other sources. It also suggested where
to look and for what to search in other sources. Lt. Col. James Fellers expressed
the objective toward which all SSOs strove in this regard: “The ultimate aim of
every intelligence section is to build the ordinary intelligence picture up to the
level of the very special intelligence picture.”'®" At Fifteenth Air Force, for
example, the ULTRA SSO contributed his “superior wisdom” to the interpreta-
tion of aerial photographs for the targets branch.'” According to the Y
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intelligence officer at Ninth Air Force, “During the past year few days passed
during which ULTRA did not insert itself into the estimates and opinions of the
‘Y’ staff. . . . ULTRA is the guide and censor for ‘Y,” and at the same time the
latter is a secure vehicle by which ULTRA may be disseminated under cover.”'*®

Equally important, ULTRA acted as a censor, weeding out incorrect
intelligence interpretations, assessments, and assumptions. At Fifteenth Air
Force, for example, ULTRA’s primary role was assessed as one of negative
influence: “Special intelligence tells Murphy [the SSO] and his superiors what
not to rely on [from other sources]. Rarely does he get anything of pure
operational value, something which causes him to rush in to A-3 demanding
that a mission be laid on.”'® At every headquarters where they were attached,
SSOs ensured that intelligence documents such as weekly air intelligence
summaries and daily intelligence bulletins were based on ULTRA or at least
contained no incorrect information.'” In his discussion of the relative merits of
the different sources of intelligence, one SSO cautioned against leaving “out of
the weighing the very important guiding influence” ULTRA exerted through
appreciations sent from higher to subordinate headquarters, based on ULTRA
material of which the recipients were unaware.'®

Photointelligence

To a large extent photointelligence—photoreconnaissance and photointer-
pretation collectively—was the backbone of air intelligence in World War II,
especially in strategic air operations. In the air war against Japan, for example,
Maj. Gen. Haywood Hansell considered the first B-29 photoreconnaissance
flight over Japan on November 1, 1944, “probably the greatest . . . single
contribution . . . in the air war with Japan.”'" In its after-action report on the air
war over Germany, the EOU in London expressed a similar view by noting that,
because of the shifting nature of the German aircraft industry, “only photo-
graphic interpretation could confirm precisely many important changes.”®
Even officers who dealt extensively with ULTRA were emphatic in their
evaluation of photoreconnaissance and interpretation. An ULTRA-indoctrinated
observer in the Mediterranean theater in 1944, for example, noted that with the
decline of the GAF and the subsequently greater importance of targeting as
intelligence’s primary function, “Probably the most valuable source [of
intelligence] is photography.”'® In January 1945, while serving as both SSO at
HQ USSTAF and chief of operational intelligence with responsibility for the
integration of all intelligence, Col. Lewis Powell stated that “perhaps the most
important . . . [intelligence source] is Photo Reconnaissance.”''° Powell could
not then [1945] reveal his knowledge of ULTRA, but he knew that without
photoreconnaissance the AAF would have lacked not only maps but a wide
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variety of methods to pinpoint specific targets. The same situation obtained in
the Far East.

That photointelligence played such a critical role reflected tremendous
progress in the development and employment of this analytical tool by the AAF
after December 1941. Although the American Air Service had done a great deal
of aerial photography in the last year of the Great War, this function and
training for the skills it demanded were reduced drastically in the financially
bleak interwar years. The Air Corps established an aerial photography school
at Lowry Field, Colorado, in 1938, but it taught only the mechanics of aerial
photography rather than its uses. Despite the technical work of several
individuals on camera developments, most notably Lt. (later Brig. Gen.) Robert
Goddard, the Army Air Corps did not have separate photoreconnaissance units;
the Corps incorporated this function into its bombardment groups. Not until the
spring of 1942 would the AAF establish separate photoreconnaissance units
using F-7s (B-24s) and F-9s (B-17s).'"

None of the eventual belligerents in World War II could be considered
advanced in using aerial photography for intelligence by the late 1930s. When
the Americans got into the war, the British had had more than two years to work
out many of the technical and organizational problems. The United States drew
heavily on this experience even before December 1941. American observers in
the United Kingdom between the spring of 1940 and the winter of 1941 noted
the importance of photoreconnaissance in their reports to Washington. One of
them, Capt. Harold Brown, was instrumental in determining the emphasis that
the Harrisburg Intelligence School (located in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania) placed
on photointelligence. Although it would continue to make great strides in the
development of equipment—including lenses, mounting techniques, and film
development processes—during the war, the AAF did not develop an aircraft
designed specifically for reconnaissance. Squadrons used existing aircraft types
converted in various degrees for photoreconnaissance, depending on the
characteristics of each theater and the stage of the war.

Early experiences in North Africa quickly demonstrated the unsuitability
of the slow and unmaneuverable F-7s and F-9s when matched against German
air defenses. Some 25 percent of the original force sent to support TORCH were
shot down in the first three months of operations.''> As a result, in the
Mediterranean and European theaters—where speed, maneuverability, and
constant vigilance were the reconnaissance pilot’s best defenses—the F—4
(P-38E) and variations of the F~5 (P~38G/H) became the primary American
reconnaissance aircraft. Despite improvements made in later versions of the
F-5, they remained less capable than the British Mosquito or Spitfires IX and
XTI, the latter being the premier reconnaissance craft of this theater. Although
American airmen considered using the Mosquito and actually operated Spitfire
IXs in 1943, in early 1944 the commander of the 8th Photo Reconnaissance
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Wing (Prov.), Col. Elliot Roosevelt, son of the American president, decided to
stick with American-made F-Ss supplemented by F-6s (P-515s).

In the Pacific, aerial photography of enemy-held areas routinely required
aircraft with greater range than any converted fighter could provide. On the
night of March 26/27, 1944, two F-7s flew a 20-hour, 2,500-mile night mission
to photograph Japanese installations in the Palau Islands.'"* The F-7 and F-10
(B-25) dominated aerial photography in the Southwest Pacific and were used
extensively in the China-Burma-India (CBI) Theater to reach into southern
Burma and to overfly the east China coast and islands to the south. Because
these planes could not rely on speed and maneuverability and because distances
were too great for fighter escort, long-range reconnaissance aircraft were almost
always armed. American forces did use field-modified fighters where
appropriate, including P—40s, P-39s, P-38s, and eventually P-51s.

Another difference between the European and Pacific theaters was that most
of the enemy-held territory in western and central Europe was accessible to
some degree of aerial photography relatively early in the war, whereas the
Japanese home islands remained out of reach much longer. Early B-29 missions
flown against Japan from China lacked current photographs of their targets. Not
until November 1, 1944, did the AAF fly the first reconnaissance mission over
Tokyo and Nagoya from Saipan. Each of the seventeen photomissions flown
between November 1 and the first B-29 attack of November 24, 1944, as well
as those that followed, involved a 1,500-mile flight to the target area, a one-hour
run (period of active photography), and a 1,500-mile return leg. Initially flown
with field-modified B-29s, these missions were later conducted by factory-
converted F-13s (B-29s) which carried an exceptional array of different
cameras.'**

Photoreconnaissance missions were flown for various reasons, which can
be grouped into a few categories: area (overview) coverage, point (static)
objectives, coverage of enemy activities (movements), damage assessment, and
photographic support for land operations. Each required specific equipment,
mission profiles, and photographic coverage. Overview coverage of an area
provided a basic knowledge of what targets, activities, or other intelligence
clues might be available in a designated area. In the Pacific and CBI theaters,
where maps were often outdated or nonexistent, many of the early missions
involved photomapping. In all theaters, broad-sweep coverage provided the
background upon which to build more detailed pictures when necessary. In the
fall of 1943, Col. George C. McDonald, then chief intelligence officer for
Northwest African Air Forces (NAAF), ordered coverage of some 60,000
square miles in southern Germany, Hungary, and the Balkans when it appeared
the Germans were beginning to shift or develop industry in these regions.'”
Photointerpreters would review the initial overviews to identify the existence
and location of a broad range of possible targets or key facilities including
airfields, transportation centers, troop concentrations, supply dumps, gun
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emplacements, and factories. Area coverage might provide the basis for
searches for very specific targets. This was the approach used in the search for
the German V-1 and V-2 launching sites in northern France, Belgium, and
Holland in 1943 and 1944.

Point missions flown against specific, and usually static, objectives almost
always resulted in large-scale photography for detailed analysis of specific
targets. Such missions provided the photographic basis for target selection for
strategic air operations, including identification of aiming points, location and
nature of defensive systems, and changes and modifications of installations over
time. It was the photointerpreters’ analysis of the region around Marienburg that
elicited the strong suspicion that the airfield was a factory producing Focke-
Wulf fighters. Once technical analysis of the maker’s plates of several crashed
FW 190s established Marienburg as a good target, the Eighth Air Force
launched a highly successful attack on the aircraft manufacturing complex in
early October 1943."'° The results of these types of missions provided the
framework and core of strategic, and sometimes tactical, mission target folders
in all theaters. Coverage of specific targets also provided the basis for the bomb
damage assessments (BDAs) essential not only to understand the accuracy of
an attack but also to evaluate the impact of the damage on a facility’s productiv-
ity. Evaluation played a critical role in decisions regarding the need for and
timing of reattacks. Photointerpretation was an art that demanded great skill in
assessing photographs and an ability to reason and deduce facts from images.
The presence of camouflage indicated some enemy interest in preventing
observation; it caught an evaluator’s eye. Photointerpretation depended upon
aerial photography’s producing good-quality images, something not always
possible in the European weather. Serendipity also mattered. If the reconnais-
sance pilot chanced to see an interesting sight, he might turn on his camera, as
in May 1942 when a British pilot photographed Peenemunde’s airfield and new
construction.

Just how important air commanders considered this information to be was
reflected in a February 8, 1944, message from Spaatz to Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker,
while the latter was commanding the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces (MAAF).
It was, declared Spaatz, “of utmost importance” that first-phase interpretation
reports (based on recce mis%ons flown within two hours of a strike) of a
projected Fifteenth Air Force raid on February 9 be furnished to him immedi-
ately. Because the “determination of [follow-up] operations depends on PRU
{Photographic Reconnaissance Unit] reports,” the acquisition and interpretation
of the necessary photographs were “of the highest priority, over all other
activity.”!

Where land force operations were planned or underway, a great deal of
aerial photography as well as visual reconnaissance supported such activity. In
Italy, close air support to the U.S. Fifth Army was based on “extensive use of
annotated photographs. .. .”"'* Between May 6 and 20, 1944, the American 10th
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Reconnaissance Group flew 232 missions along the Channel coast to record the
German defenses. Some of these missions were flown as low as 15 feet above
the sea.''” Nor was this support limited to the European Theater. When AAF
aerial photos revealed the size and shape of the proposed landing zones on
Bougainville to be considerably different from those on existing charts, the
amphibious assault at Empress Augusta Bay was redirected in November
1943.'% Just as photo and tactical (visual) reconnaissance groups supported
Allied ground advances in Europe, the 71st Reconnaissance Group operated
over the Philippine Islands in 1945, providing intelligence on enemy troop
deployments and dispositions, movements and bivouac areas, road and bridge
construction, and even the weather that was developing behind enemy lines.'?!
A basic characteristic of photographic reconnaissance was its repetitive nature.
On certain occasions one-time coverage was adequate. For the most part,
however, a fundamental element of the interpretation process was the
comparison of activity over time: repairs to plants, the buildup of flak* units,
new road construction, or changes in the numbers or types of aircraft at an
airfield.

Analysis of the results of aerial reconnaissance flights—photointerpreta-
tion—occurred at three levels. First-phase interpretation was carried out at the
recovery base of flying units to provide operational commanders and their staffs
a quick initial evaluation, especially in assessing the results of air strikes. In the
first months of Eighth Air Force operations, the development and analysis of
aerial photographs took two days, with both steps occurring at Medmenham. In
March 1943, Eaker directed that a photographic processing facility be
established at the American reconnaissance base at Mount Farm near RAF
Benson and that photointerpretation officers be assigned to his headquarters to
provide immediate prints so he could more quickly judge the results of a given
strike.'?

With the growing requirements for tactical air forces to support land
operations in all theaters and the subsequent emphasis on targets more fleeting
than those subjected to strategic air bombardment, the demands made on rapid
first-phase interpretation increased. By the middle of 1943, first-phase
interpretation was accomplished within two to three hours after a reconnais-
sance plane landed. To increase still further the availability of first-phase
interpretation during the effort against the German V-1 flying bomb sites in
1944, the HQ USSTAF Directorate of Intelligence established special
procedures under the so-called Dilly Project, whereby a courier hand carried
photos from the AAF’s photointerpretation center at Mount Farm to General
Spaatz.'?

*Flak, short for the German Fliegerabwehrkanone, became the commonly used
term for AA gunfire.
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Second-phase interpretation, often accomplished by the same individuals,
or at least the same units, as those responsible for the first-phase work,
consisted of a more detailed analysis of photographs to find anything that might
have immediate operational value. This still rapid but more detailed assessment
allowed photointerpreters to look for and determine links between what might
at first glance be overlooked or be thought to be unconnected activities, if seen
in isolation. This phase lasted approximately 24 hours, until the next day’s batch
of material arrived.'®*

While photointerpreters assigned to the operational units usually conducted
the first and second phases, personnel assigned to specific subjects or areas of
expertise did third-phase interpretations at a central facility. Thus the Central
Interpretation Unit (CIU) at Medmenham contained one section that concen-
trated on airfields, another that focused on aircraft, and a third that dealt with
aircraft factories. These central facilities performed the detailed and often long-
term analyses that influenced not so much daily operations, but longer term
strategic and policy decisions. Even before the American strategic bombers
began to concentrate on Axis oil production, Medmenham had seven photointer-
preters focusing on this industry.'” Concentration of resources (both human and
matériel) at central locations provided the capability to review old photographs
in the light of new clues, to concentrate assets on high-priority projects, and to
have sections interact for new perspectives.

The organization of both photoreconnaissance and photointerpretation
assets underwent several changes as the war progressed. Early in the war,
limited resources necessitated centralizing the control of British reconnaissance
and interpretation functions. By the time the United States began air operations
in England, RAF photointerpretation had been largely concentrated at the CIU
at Medmenham, while reconnaissance units flew from RAF Benson. Eighth Air
Force assigned American photointerpreters to the CIU and established its flying
organizations (eventually evolving into the 7th Photo Reconnaissance Group,
and later into the 8th Reconnaissance Wing) at Mount Farm. At Medmenham,
the RAF had an extensive photointerpretation operation divided into several
sections. Film from regular reconnaissance flights over established enemy
facilities came to the CIU, where interpreters examined it in detail to discern
significant changes or other indications of suspicious enemy intent. For
example, one section at the CIU used reconnaissance photography to prepare
target folders, and another analyzed A A facilities. Each section prepared special
reports on its area of specialization. As another example, the AA analysts’ work
led to flak studies that allowed attacking aircraft to avoid some dangerous areas
on their runs to and from targets. In contrast, the AAF’s photointerpretation
capability was very limited early in the war. Photographic specialists who had
trained at the AAF’s Harrisburg Intelligence School worked at Medmenham for
some time before the Eighth Air Force established its own photographic
interpretation capability.'*
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Medmenham. The RAF Central Interpretation Unit (later the Allied Central
Interpretation Unit) was located on a commandeered estate called Danesfield, high on
a wooded bluff overlooking the Thames River some 30 miles north of London and three
miles upstream from Henley-on-Thames (of Regatta fame). Most of the offices were in
the main house, whose crenelated towers show in the center of the photo. On the back
and far sides of the house, the long, low extensions were Nissen huts containing the
large photo-processing labs and the enlisted quarters. The officers mess and quarters
were off the top edge of the photo in the woods across the Henley-to-Marlow road. For
a landing field, Medmenham used RAF Benson, some seven miles away. A training
center as well as an operational unit, at one time or another the cast of characters at
Medmenham included officers from all British and American services plus officers from
the far comers of the British Empire as well as Free French, Danes, Norwegians,
Czechs, Poles, Belgians, and Dutch. Women outnumbered men. An adjunct activity was
the modeling section, which used aerial photos to make remarkably accurate, detailed
three-dimensional models of vital targets. With few regular officers and a three-shift
schedule, the monthly “parades” that straggled past the reviewing stand brought a look
of pure horror to the face of the regular RAF Group Captain who had to take the salute.

During Operation TORCH, American and British photoreconnaissance and
photointerpretation units were not located near each other, nor, in the case of the
Americans, were the intelligence units located near their strike units, and
initially, little coordination took place among them. Because U.S. reconnais-
sance units were located too far to the rear, it took as much as forty-eight hours
to get mission results to the attack units. Geographic and electronic communica-
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tions difficulties were resolved with the gradual advance of Allied armies
eastward and by the development of additional fields. Centralization of
direction for both photoreconnaissance and photointelligence came with the
creation of the Northwest African Photographic Reconnaissance Wing
(NAPRW) under Lt. Col. Elliot Roosevelt. This arrangement allowed more
effective assignment of priorities to the innumerable requests for support,
reduced overlap of reconnaissance units on the basis of requests from different
ground units, and allowed third-phase interpretation at a CIU established in
Algiers. When NAAF became MAAF in December 1943, the NAPRW became
the Mediterranean Allied Photographic Reconnaissance Wing (MAPRW).'?

When war came to the Pacific in December 1941, the United States had no
designated or properly equipped reconnaissance aircraft, no field laboratory
capability, and no qualified U.S. photointerpreter in the entire region.'?® In the
Southwest Pacific and South Pacific theaters, this scarcity of assets forced the
evolution, largely on an ad hoc basis, of joint photoreconnaissance and
photointerpretation organizations. Such amalgamations as Navy cameras,
Marine photography technicians, and AAF aircraft were common through many
of the early island campaigns.'” In contrast to Europe, the vast size of these
Pacific theaters and the limited facilities at any one location resulted in a more
decentralized structure of command and control and allocation of photointelli-
gence units. At one time, the 17th Reconnaissance Squadron (AAF) headquar-
tered at Guadalcanal maintained detachments at Bougainville, Munda (New
Georgia), and Green Island in the northern Solomons to provide immediate
response to Allied forces operating in these widely separated areas.'*

The situation in the remote CBI regions was even more elementary. The
first American photoreconnaissance units did not begin operations in either the
China or India-Burma regions until the closing months of 1942—nearly a year
after air operations had begun. Until that time General Chennault’s American
Volunteer Group and China Air Task Force had to rely on jury-rigged
equipment. The India Air Task Force operating in Burma at least had the
advantage of RAF capabilities in India, and American photointerpreters
received training at the RAF school in Karachi."' A true combined organization
in India came with the creation of the Eastern Air Command’s Photo Recon-
naissance Force in December 1943. This organization, commanded in its first
year by the veteran RAF Group Capt. S. C. Wise, served the same role as
Roosevelt’s NAPRW. The Combined Photographic Interpretation Centre at
Calcutta performed third-phase interpretation and photographic production.'*

Asthe war progressed, the initial trend toward centralization of photorecon-
naissance and interpretation assets and units was, to an extent, reversed. In large
part, this shift stemmed from the need to provide timely support for tactical air
and land operations as well as the increasing number of units available by the
spring of 1944. In Europe and the Mediterranean it reflected two other factors.
The first was a difference in American and British philosophies, with the former
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Wing Commander Douglas Kendall, RAF (above left) was in overall charge of
intelligence activities at Medmenham and the only person there cleared for ULTRA
information. To his right is his U.S. Air Force counterpart, Lt. Col. William J.
O’Connor. As aerial photos arrived, they were roughly plotted by the map area
covered (below) and sent to the appropriate section for more precise location and

detailed analysis.
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more inclined to allocate reconnaissance units to operational subcommands than
the latter was. The second involved the concern of American airmen to establish
an independent capability, not just in photoreconnaissance and photointelli-
gence, but in all aspects of air intelligence as well.

Decentralization occurred particularly in the assignment of photoreconnais-
sance units and the execution of second-phase interpretation. In the Mediterra-
nean, HQ MAAF established reconnaissance policy and retained control of the
MAPRW and Mediterranean Photo Interpretation Centre (which continued
third-phase interpretation). In the spring of 1944, HQ Mediterranean Allied
Tactical Air Force and Twelfth Air Force acquired their own photoreconnais-
sance and interpretation capability.””® Mediterranean Allied Strategic Air Force
and Fifteenth Air Force did the same that fall."**

The most dramatic effort to decentralize photointelligence occurred in the
early months of 1944. Throughout 1943, the American 7th Photo Reconnais-
sance Group at Mount Farm had been under the operational control of the Air
Ministry's assistant director of intelligence for photography, while American
photointerpreters had been integrated into the CIU at Medmenham. Neither
Spaatz nor his director of intelligence in the new USSTAF, McDonald, fully
approved of this arrangement. They took steps in early 1944 to establish “direct
control of a fully-functioning [American] reconnaissance and intelligence
organization, . . .”'*

Spaatz’s chief concern was clearly focused on the future and predicated on
the potential requirement to uncouple American photoreconnaissance and
interpretation capabilities in the event elements of USSTAF were sent to
another theater (i.e., the Pacific). Spaatz was also concerned with the develop-
ment of an American air intelligence organization able to continue after the war,
and the close alliance with the British, was over.'*® Evidence is strong also that
Colonels McDonald and Roosevelt, the latter serving as Spaatz’s reconnais-
sance advisor, sought a complete break from the existing Anglo-American
organization and the establishment of a wholly American capability and
organization under HQ USSTAF. They intended to pull American personnel out
of Medmenham and to establish a full interpretation capability at HQ
USSTAF."¥

The initial outcome of this American effort—which the British vehemently
opposed—was the creation in February 1944 of the 8th Photo Reconnaissance
Wing (Prov.) to ensure continued reconnaissance support for strategic air
operations preceding and subsequent to Operation OVERLORD.'*® After months
of memoranda, proposals, counterproposals, and meetings (including at least
one chaired by Spaatz), first- and second-phase photointerpretation for daylight
bombing missions were shifted in May 1944 to HQ USSTAF. British and
American interpreters at Medmenham, redesignated as the Allied CIU,
continued to perform third-phase interpretation. For more effective coordination
and to reduce duplication of effort, the Allies established a Joint Photo
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Reconnaissance Committee with American and British Army, Air Force, and
Navy representatives.'” In August 1944, the 8th Photographic Reconnaissance
Wing (Prov.) was redesignated the 325th Reconnaissance Wing. Roosevelt
retained his dual responsibilities as commander, 325th Reconnaissance Wing,
and photoreconnaissance advisor to Spaatz.'*

Photographic interpretation was a fundamental element of air intelligence,
but, like the other tools of air intelligence, it was not without problems. While
the limited number of photoreconnaissance units was most obvious in the first
eighteen months of the war, especially in the Pacific theaters, the constant
expansion of air operations always placed correspondingly increasing demands
on new photoreconnaissance and interpretation units. As late as January 1945,
at the HQ USSTAF-hosted American air intelligence officers’ conference,
Elliot Roosevelt noted that requests for reconnaissance support continued to
exceed resources despite the presence of twenty-nine American and fifteen RAF
squadrons in western Europe and Italy.'*!

In a more directly operational sense, timing of photographic missions
caused problems, particularly in strategic poststrike damage assessment. To
provide the almost immediate review air commanders sought, a portion of every
American bomber force carried cameras to record strikes in progress. The
resulting pictures were often unduly gratifying. With fires blazing, buildings
collapsing, and smoke obscuring the target, they often suggested greater than
actual damage. Throughout the war, those immediately involved in photorecon-
naissance and photointelligence processes, including Roosevelt, argued against
putting too much stock in these first pictures. They were equally emphatic in
their opposition to sending reconnaissance aircraft over a target within hours of
an attack because the results, again due to obstructions, were still not worth the
effort or the danger.'* One of the leading British photointerpreters noted it often
took several weeks to obtain truly accurate photographs for analyzing bomb
damage since the enemy first had to raze damaged buildings and clear away
debris.'*

Even more difficult than assessing physical destruction to the exterior of a
target were accurate assessments of the interior damage and the impact of such
damage on a facility’s output. Postwar analysis by the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey (USSBS) would reveal that destruction of essential machinery
at aircraft production and repair facilities was almost always much less than
even the most conservative photointerpreters, let alone the operators, judged.
For other industries, damage assessment could be better. Photointerpretation of
damage at the synthetic oil production facility at Leuna, for example, showed
fewer discrepancies in the USSBS’s postwar analysis. This was owing to the
nature of the plant that had more areas exposed to overhead observation and to
direct bomb damage. The USSBS specialists made their assessments by
comparing wartime photography and interpretation reports with on-the-spot
surveys and interviews of managers and employees. The ability of factory
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Brig. Gen. Ira C. Eaker Capt. Elliot Roosevelt

personnel to make repairs locally, and often unobserved, complicated the task
of damage assessment.'*

Reflective of the mental framework that predominated during the war was
the observation of Col. Guido Perera of the COA. In a memorandum to Maj.
Gen. Laurence S. Kuter, HQ USAAF AC/AS, Plans on the effects of strategic
air operations against the German aircraft industry, Perera accurately pointed
out the difficulties of damage evaluations based on “high altitude photographs
varying widely in quality.” But he arrived at the wrong conclusion when he
stressed, “The industrial damage just listed [in the memorandum] is the absolute
minimum statement of accomplishment. Greater damage is a practical
certainty.”'*

Just finding the target in an aerial photograph could be extremely difficult.
Unless the photointerpreters knew what to look for, even the best among them
might overlook crucial evidence. A structure that proved to be a launching pad
for the early tests of the German V-2 rocket at Peenemunde had been dismissed
for several months as merely part of a group of unknown, mysterious rings
before additional clues led interpreters to pull out their old photographs and take
another look.'*® Misled by scientific intelligence into concentrating their
attention along rail lines, photointerpreters missed the construction of buzz-
bomb launch sites in northern France until a report from a French underground
agent suggested they broaden their search. Photographs previously taken of the
area around Bois Carré were then reexamined by an Anglo-American team
which located a total of ninety-six suspected V-1 launch sites.'
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Maj. Gen. Carl A. Spaatz

As the Germans increased the dispersal of their production facilities
throughout 1944, the task of photointerpretation demanded increasing ingenuity.
Constance Babington-Smith, one of the most skilled British photointerpreters,
wrote after the war that by 1944 she and her colleagues found themselves
searching out “the most unimaginable hiding places: to lunatic asylums and
chocolate factories, to vast fantastic underground workshops, to firebreaks in
pine forests and tunnels on autobahns.” In fact, she summarized, “one’s usual
standards of what was possible or impossible had to go by the board.”'*

As with all the tools of intelligence, photoreconnaissance and photointer-
pretation were most effective when employed in conjunction with one or more
of the other forms. The guidance provided by a POW interrogation, the clue
passed under cover by SIGINT, or the comments offered by an agent on the
ground were often indispensable. Such clues suggested where to concentrate
reconnaissance efforts, or they might focus the attention of interpreters on given
photographs as well as providing suggestions on how to make sense of what
they saw. Such guidance might come from almost any source. Advertisements
appearing in German technical journals in 1942 for oil engineers provided the
first clues that led eventually to the reconnaissance mission that revealed the
nearly complete construction of the first part of a huge refinery at Brux,
Czechoslovakia. When completed in 1944, Brux would be one of Germany’s
largest oil complexes.'*

Both the British Secret Intelligence Service and the American OSS
maintained close contacts with photointelligence agencies. Agent reports often
provided initial tips on German activity in occupied territories. This proved to
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be especially the case in the development of the German V-1 and V-2 weapons.
Conversely, aerial photographs served as an effective means of evaluating the
reliability of agent reports. Although few photointerpreters were aware of
activities at BP, a close link always existed between it and the CIU at Medmen-
ham.'®

Links with less directly operational organizations were also important.
Economic analysis agencies such as the COA and the EOU were extremely
useful to photointerpreters as they tried to understand where they might look for
factories and industrial installations in Europe and to interpret the degree of
damage inflicted by an attack. The chief of Medmenham’s enemy airfields
section credited the American EOQU with providing a clearer focus and direction
to the photographic reconnaissance and analysis of aircraft factories. As a result
of the American analysts’ insistence on greater emphasis in this area and their
suggestions on what to look for, in 1943 CIU added some fifty aircraft
production facilities to their reconnaissance program."' Information derived
from this expansion played a role in targeting for the February 20-25, 1944,
campaign against the German aircraft industry.

Even when other sources identified a potential target, air planners and
operators relied on photointelligence in the preparation and execution of air
operations. Aerial photography contributed to the setting of target priorities by
providing evidence of the status of newly built or repaired factories. It also
formed the basis of target folders and was used for determining approaches and
egress routes, aiming points, anticipated flak locations, and even types of
bombs. Accurate interpretation of photographs also prevented unnecessary
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attacks, freeing resources for more important targets. Based on ground reports
in 1943 that indicated that a Junkers factory at Schonebeck was producing
aircraft engines, Eighth Air Force scheduled an attack with what were still
scarce resources. The astute observations of CIU photointerpreters of the
absence of test beds in any photographs of this facility led to a reevaluation and
subsequent cancellation of what would have been a wasted mission.'*

Y Intelligence

In Europe and North Africa the greatest role of SIGINT after ULTRA was the
interception and application of low-grade signals traffic and transmissions made
in the clear (i.e., unencrypted). The latter occurred mainly between aircraft or
between aircraft and ground control stations. While precise terminology and
technical definitions changed during the course of the war, British and
American airmen in both operations and intelligence commonly used the term
“Y intelligence” to refer to the interception and handling of low-grade Axis
codes as well as plain-language radio traffic.* The British organization
responsible for radio interception of both low- and high-grade enemy ciphers,
the “Yorker Service,” was commonly referred to as Y-Service.'” In addition to
monitoring tactical and strategic radio message and voice traffic, the British Y-
Service recorded radar, navigation, and other enemy electronic transmissions.
All of the recorded information became intelligence data when forwarded to the
appropriate commanders.

In these other SIGINT areas, as in ULTRA, the British had both extensive
experience and an elaborate organization in place when the initial Eighth Air
Force cadre arrived in Great Britain in early 1942. The American air forces in
Europe developed some capability to handle German low-grade cipher traffic
and to translate uncoded radio messages, but they relied heavily on their ally in
all aspects of SIGINT. American understanding of the British interception,
evaluation, and dissemination of enemy information grew slowly. Only after the
April 1943 visit of Colonels McCormack and Taylor and William Friedman did
Americans provide substantial staffing of various parts of BP’s operation. The
British system for transmitting special intelligence to the field remained the one
in use in Europe and the Mediterranean throughout the war. Additionally,
several American army and air signals units received training from British
forces.'>* Although the British dominated Allied SIGINT in Europe and the
Mediterranean throughout the war, their exclusive role was modified as the war

*Technically, the American term for these activities was “Radio Intelligence,”
but because most documents prepared at AAF headquarters within the European
theaters commonly used the term “Y intelligence,” we will adhere to this
convention as well.
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continued. American SIGINT units operated in North Africa and during Allied
operations in Sicily and Italy. As the strategic air war evolved, American
airborne Y intercept operations began in the fall of 1943 to give long-range
bomber formation commanders in the Mediterranean the benefit of immediate
intercepts of fighter pilots’ and controllers’ transmissions. By the winter of
1943-1944, under the press of the intensified Allied bombing campaign, a large
portion of German air defense operations occurred beyond the range of U.K.-
based signals intercept stations. In January 1944 Eighth Air Force began
experiments with airborne radio intercept operations conducted by British-
trained American aircrew members. (American bomber forces striking German
targets from bases in the Mediterranean had begun limited airborne signals
interception the previous fall.) When American tactical air forces moved to the
continent in June 1944, they established mobile intercept facilities that were
linked to American fighter control centers.'”

Although ULTRA did not play a significant role in the planning and conduct
of American air operations over Europe proper until the late spring of 1943, Y
intelligence had immediate operational application from the very beginning of
Eighth Air Force operations. Strategic air operations relied on Y intelligence in
three areas: employment of fighter escorts, postmission analysis, and planning
for future missions. In the actual conduct of operational missions, SIGINT was
more important in the employment of escorting fighters than of the bomber
forces. Y intelligence enabled Eighth Air Force and VIII Bomber and Fighter
Command headquarters to monitor enemy reactions to bomber raids. Since the
attacking bombers maintained radio silence, commanders could follow their
forces by listening to the transmissions of the enemy’s air defense network. The
RAF’s Y-Service, responsible for collating all plain-language transmissions
intercepted by a fan of receiver sites located along the coast, passed pertinent
enemy voice radio traffic and call sign data to the American headquarters over
secure telephone lines. Stations at RAF Cheadle intercepted German Morse
code transmissions, decoded them, and forwarded information pertaining to
GAF intentions and actual interceptions of bomber formations. This information
often included enemy alert notices and takeoff orders. Intelligence from these
sources was usually received at AJAX—VIII Fighter Command—within five to
twenty minutes of the original enemy transmission.'”® While the bomber force
was out of escort range (which occurred frequently until the arrival of the P-51s
in January 1944), little could be done with this situational intelligence during
the inbound portion of a raid. When limited navigational skills often caused
significant deviations from planned flight routes, the information gained from
the enemy via Y enabled more effective and accurate escort rendezvous with the
returning bombers. During late 1942 and 1943, when German fighters could
harass the bomber force all the way to the Channel coast, a successful
rendezvous could significantly reduce bomber losses.



Piercing the Fog

Y intelligence contributed as well to the detailed enemy reaction reports
Eighth Air Force A-2 and A-3 prepared jointly after each mission. The
purposes of these studies were to determine what aspects of an operation had
been conducted smoothly, identify problem areas, spot trends in enemy
defenses, analyze enemy tactics, and assess the probable benefits of different
defensive formations. To assist in report preparation, RAF Canterbury
forwarded to Eighth Air Force a detailed analysis, known as the Canterbury
Digest, of SIGINT acquired during each mission. In addition, Air Ministry
Intelligence (A.I.4) prepared and forwarded to the Americans longer term
studies on the GAF’s OB, tactics, and radio identification methods and
procedures."”’

Y intercepts contributed to the enemy reaction studies in several ways. By
monitoring aircraft transmissions, they provided comments on the enemy’s
running assessment of the course of the air battle and, more importantly, offered
insight into German aerial tactics. By identifying the German fighter control
locations, Y contributed to the picture of the enemy’s air defense organization
and areas of responsibilities. By linking call signs with the times and places that
the enemy aircraft checked in with ground fighter controllers, SIGINT enabled
Allied intelligence to determine more accurately the most likely locations of
primary fighter bases and the probable zones of concentrated attack.

By listening to initial German warnings of incoming American raids,
SIGINT operators could determine the range of enemy radar equipment,
especially since ground controllers often indicated which site provided
information. Occasionally, SIGINT could pick up intelligence on the results of
American strikes against enemy airdromes. When a ground controller advised
a fighter he could not return to his normal base because of damage, Allied
intelligence knew they had damaged that field; it also confirmed which units
were stationed there. Directives to defensive interceptors low on fuel to land at
secondary recovery bases sometimes allowed operators to identify previously
unknown fields. The enemy also revealed flak locations in his transmissions.
Such revelations came either in the form of the identification of specific
locations to fighters or, more frequently, instructions to break off attacks at a
certain point. Radio interceptions helped to confirm the downing of enemy
fighters by aerial gunners and sometimes revealed the fate of friendly bombers
that had dropped behind the main force.”*®

The information thus provided influenced both bomber and fighter
operations. With regard to bomber operations, Y intelligence was more valuable
in operational planning than in targeting. The insights it provided rarely affected
decisions on which targets to attack. Brig. Gen. Harris B. Hull, Eaker’s A-2 in
Eighth Air Force, recalled that they basically knew where the targets were in
those days. If the weather and available force permitted, Hull remarked that
“you were gonna go” regardless of the locations of defensive fighter forces.'”
Y intelligence’s role was to assist the operational mission planners to determine
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the most effective approaches and tactics. By identifying the most likely
locations of defensive fighter units, Y information affected the selection of
optimum ingress and egress routes.'®

A second critical contribution of Y intelligence to mission planning was
information on rendezvous points for enemy interceptors and the locations
where enemy mass attacks were most likely to occur. This information allowed
American planners to select optimum rendezvous points for friendly escorts.
During the period when the heavy bombers had to rely on relays of fighters even
to escort them as far as the German border, this reduced the possibility that one
set of escorts would depart before replacements arrived or, worse, that this
would happen right where the Germans were massing.'®!

Finally, the ability, depending on meteorological and technological
conditions, to intercept enemy weather reports from as far east as the Balkans
and Russia enabled Y-Service to contribute to strategic mission planning a
better, if still incomplete, picture of weather systems likely to develop over
projected target areas. Given the American reliance on visual bombing, this
knowledge was important for selecting primary and secondary targets for
specific missions. On the other hand, atmospheric conditions could themselves
handicap Y intelligence by reducing the range of the original German
transmissions or by affecting the intelligibility of messages received.'®

Efforts to extend the range and value of Y intelligence by including
airborne operators in bomber formations proved of limited tactical value in both
Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces, but they contributed information for postmis-
sion analysis. Limited airborne operations began in the Mediterranean theater
in October 1943. By March 1944, the Americans had trained eleven operators
and allocated them to Fifteenth Air Force units. The results remained modest by
the end of that year. Operators were present on only a few bombers. They could
provide immediate warning information only to their own crew, since radio
silence precluded broadcasting over radio frequencies. To have done so would
have revealed their presence to the enemy and made their aircraft immediate
priority targets.'®

According to a report prepared by the HQ AAF Air Communications
Office, many combat groups failed to grasp the potential value of this airborne
Y-Service. Some even refused to install British-loaned equipment in unit
aircraft. The personnel system’s failure to allocate slots to this task compounded
the commanders’ reluctance to withdraw men from other positions within their
organizations. An additional limiting factor in Italy was the lack of airborne
tape recorders through the fall of 1944. This meant operators could monitor only
one frequency at a time and simultaneously had to take detailed notes. Not
surprisingly, only five of the eleven trained individuals developed “a working
method of gaining valuable information.”'®

In a meeting of senior air intelligence officers in Europe in January 1945,
an extended discussion on Y intelligence concluded, while ground-based Y
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intelligence used by tactical air forces was in good shape, “Airborne ‘Y’
problems have been long and painful.” Problems included lack of equipment
rugged enough for air operations, limited numbers of qualified individuals, and
conflicts between signals and intelligence over organizational responsibilities
for maintenance and operations. Despite an Air Ministry report that indicated
Eighth Air Force’s use of airborne operators rose from six per mission in July
1944 to twelve per mission in October of that year, the Eighth Air Force
Director of Intelligence reported in January 1945 that the Eighth was sometimes
lucky to get two Y operators airborne per mission.'®

Even with these problems, airborne Y operators contributed in both Europe
and the Mediterranean to the accumulation of intelligence for postmission
analysis, particularly before ULTRA became prolific. In fact, an Eighth Air Force
report stated the airborne input, which was incorporated into the RAF’s
Canterbury Digests, was “the only basic source material of signals air
intelligence originated by Eighth Air Force.”'® In Italy, the role of the airborne
Y interceptors in postmission analysis was further enhanced because the
mountainous terrain in northern Italy took offensive bombers beyond effective
Allied radar and radio range much more quickly than the terrain in western
Europe did.

Y intelligence for American tactical air operations began in North Africa
and continued through the course of the war. In contrast to strategic air
operations from the United Kingdom, American tactical air forces developed
independent SIGINT service units. The first of these arrived in the United
Kingdom in the fall of 1942 to participate in Operation TORCH. During the
North African campaign, American SIGINT detachments remained under
British tutelage, with RAF Y-Service maintai{ning overall responsibility for all
SIGINT in the theater. Detachments of the American 849th SIGINT Company
supported the Allied invasions of Sicily and the Italian mainland. According to
the senior American intelligence officer in the theater, even in this period the
Americans continued to “rely on R.A.F. channels for information and general
directions.”'” By early 1944, the decline of the GAF in Italy resulted in a
corresponding decrease in useful tactical air intelligence from radio intercep-
tion.'®®

During preinvasion tactical air operations against Occupied Europe in the
spring of 1944, British Y-Service passed SIGINT to the Control Centre at RAF
11 Group, which acted as the operations center for the RAF units and IX Fighter
Command. The IX Fighter Command SIGINT officer was an integral member
of the Y staff at the center. In June, the advanced echelon of Detachment 3, 3d
Radio Squadron (Mobile), began radio intercept operations with IX TAC on the
continent only three days after the initial landings at Normandy.'® While this
detachment and follow-on units assigned to the other tactical air commands
maintained operational links with their British counterparts, their primary ties
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were into the American fighter control centers. At each fighter control center,
the Y officer sat beside the chief controller. This arrangement allowed for the
immediate operational application of time-sensitive Y information, since the
chief controller was in direct contact with airborne aircraft as well as with the
appropriate tactical air control headquarters.'™

Y intelligence’s contributions to tactical air operations were particularly
important during the campaign in North Africa, the invasions of Sicily and Italy,
and the period surrounding the landing at Normandy. In North Africa, it
provided initial warning of incoming air raids before Allied radar was
operational or while the enemy was still beyond radar range.'” Correlating radio
intercepts with sources such as radar and ULTRA, SIGINT also collected
information on enemy tactics and the disposition of his forces. By linking
enemy call signs with locations, Y intercepts often yielded clues on enemy
operating bases and provided the initial basis for attack planning. As with
strategic air operations, Y intercepts were essential to Allied efforts to
determine the location, organization, capabilities, and structure of the enemy’s
air defense networks in these tactical campaigns. Y intercepts provided Allied
forces with timely intelligence on what enemy units were airborne and often
what their objectives were and what the specific rendezvous points were for
units coming from different bases.'”? Y intelligence was particularly effective
when properly fused with ULTRA. Decrypted German messages might indicate
the time and location of projected enemy missions, but Y intercepts provided
real-time, concrete information which confirmed German activities. It was, in
that sense, the most accurate and current intelligence available.

ULTRA and MAGIC in the Pacific and CBI

SIGINT in the war against Japan had an origin and prosecution unlike that
found in Europe. While European ULTRA began as a joint Polish-French-British
effort in the late 1930s, it became wholly British after the June 1940 fall of
France. The reading of German signals then became a bilateral Anglo-American
operation when the Americans joined as full partners in mid-1943. SIGINT that
concentrated on Japan began prewar as a largely American endeavor, and it
remained so throughout the war except for the CBI and Australian participation
in the Southwest Pacific. Both its development as a tool of air intelligence and
its use in strategic and tactical operations in the Pacific war were peculiarly
American. The term MAGIC has come to be applied indiscriminately to this
American scrutiny of Japanese radio traffic. In fact, MAGIC was a very specific
subdivision, correctly applied to the decryption of Japanese diplomatic
messages. Such information circulated through the hands of very few senior
civilian officials and military and naval commanders in Washington, D.C. Only
at times did it have a direct military application. In all theaters of the Pacific and
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CBI, ULTRA intercepts, done in Washington, Honolulu, India, or Brisbane,
Australia, came to play a significant role in the AAF’s planning and operations.
The specific importance of this source in the war against Japan varied greatly
from theater to theater and from numbered air force to numbered air force.'”

The American effort against Japan began in the 1920s, continuing at
various levels up to and throughout the war. Initially, its focus was unlike that
of the Allies in Europe. During the late 1930s, the bulk of German message
traffic intercepted and decrypted by the British dealt with military topics, in part
because of the covert German efforts to conceal their own remilitarization
efforts which were specifically prohibited by the Versailles treaty.'™ Fearing
German military efforts most, the British directed decrypting efforts toward
these areas; inasmuch as the Americans were most concerned with Japanese
economic expansionism, their priorities concentrated on this threat.'” The bulk
of Japanese message traffic intercepted and decrypted by the Americans in the
1930s concerned Japanese naval operations and diplomatic and political matters
directly related to Japan's expansionist foreign policy.

With respect to encrypting messages, the Japanese during the 1930s relied
on a system similar to the Germans’: machine-enciphered messages. The
Japanese systems were more formidable than those of the Third Reich, for the
Japanese language is extremely difficult for Westerners to master. To
Americans, the logic of the German language (its sentence structure and thought
progression) came relatively easily because of common cultural and linguistic
traditions. Asian conceptualization in both thought process and sentence
structure was dramatically different for all but those few Americans who had
studied and understood Asian culture. The shortage of American linguists
comfortable in the Japanese language and perceptive to Japanese culture limited
Pacific ULTRA operations from their inception during the 1930s until well into
the war.'”®

American code breakers during the 1930s focused their efforts on Japanese
naval and diplomatic traffic because they had been able to break those
encryptions, whereas they could not penetrate the Japanese Army’s cipher
system. The Japanese were in the process of establishing an overseas empire
and understandably had to rely upon wireless communications rather than land
lines for diplomatic discussions. Although most Americans were unfamiliar
with the internal functioning of Japanese society, Washington’s analysts felt
more comfortable with Japanese diplomatic efforts because these tended to
follow Western logic. As a consequence, American code breaking efforts
against the Japanese were better developed in a diplomatic rather than in a
military context.

There existed a limited American appreciation of Japanese military affairs
in general and air operations in particular. Most analysis of Japanese military
and aviation matters in the 1930s was secondhand. It came from Japanese
diplomatic appreciations of the military situation sent between the Tokyo
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foreign office and its overseas embassies or from military reports sent by
overseas Japanese military attachés on diplomatic situations. The result was an
imperfect reading from a military standpoint. For example, whatever military
warnings concerning Japanese planning for the attacks on Pearl Harbor and the
Philippines that American intelligence analysts might have gleaned from MAGIC
intercepts in November and early December 1941, they were funneled through
a diplomatic prism. Little wonder they were badly interpreted, for diplomatic
noise overrode military intention.'”

Although the Japanese cipher and code systems, particularly the diplomatic
system embodied in the PURPLE machine, had weaknesses, and although the
Japanese were aware that their communications were under attack, they
remained confident in the overall security of their systems. The Japanese
military instituted several improvements intended to defeat attempts to decipher
messages, to discourage direction finding, and to make more difficult long-term
traffic analysis. Immediately before the attack on Pearl Harbor, naval ciphers
changed (more than one month before they would normally have done so). In
late May 1942, naval ciphers changed again as the battle of Midway drew near,
but American naval communication specialists had already learned enough to
give Admiral Chester W. Nimitz the insight he so badly needed. In August
1942, with the furor in America that accompanied disclosure in the Chicago
Tribune of the Midway knowledge (and as disclosed by radio commentator
Walter Winchell at about the same time), Japanese naval authorities devised a
new cipher that began a different key each day at midnight. The Japanese
apparently did not understand what the Americans had done, but their change
meant that the Navy’s experts had to begin the process of learning and cracking
the new cipher every twenty-four hours. Their change slowed, but did not stop,
the success of American cryptanalysis.'”

Responsibility for SIGINT support to the AAF rested in Washington with
the U.S. Army Signal Corps’ SIGINT Service (SIS, later called the Signal
Security Agency). SIS listening-post operators copied Japanese Army
transmissions and forwarded them to Washington where they were decrypted
and translated at Arlington Hall Station. During the war, the AAF organized
several radio squadrons that also intercepted and transcribed Japanese message
traffic, sending much of the material to Arlington Hall for decryption. The
messages were then passed to the MIS. Special Branch of the MIS analyzed the
material, preparing from it useful data to be made available to War Department
planners. The secretary of war had established Special Branch in 1942 to
resolve the problem of inadequate analysis of radio intercepts made apparent in
the Pearl Harbor attack. In fact, Special Branch was a direct descendant of the
Army-Navy intelligence sections established to handle Japanese radio traffic
analysis in the 1920s. In the early 1930s, Secretary of State Stimson had ended
State Department funding of the code breaking effort against the Japanese
diplomatic traffic; that effort subsequently fell to the military departments.
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Given the overall shortage of funds within both the Navy and War Departments
during the middle and late 1930s, it is not surprising that precious few dollars
and resources were made available to support the code breakers’ efforts to
attack the Japanese codes and ciphers. That the effort survived as it did until
1941 was most fortunate.'”

The two military departments insisted upon operating their own collection
and decryption efforts. In an apparent prewar economy effort, they alternated
submitting their analyses and reportage to Washington’s senior decision makers.
Given the compartmentalization inherent in all SIGINT, this splintering of
analytical resources complicated a difficult situation. The geography and
environment of the Pacific area further aggravated the situation in the years
before Pearl Harbor. Given the maritime character of the Pacific region, the
Navy Department viewed this area as its own. The Office of Naval Intelligence
(ONI) concentrated on diplomatic traffic with naval implications. The MIS of
the War Department concerned itself primarily with the Army’s lonely fortress
in the Philippines as well as the forces in Hawaii. The Army’s interests lay in
the land war in China and potential Japanese ground operations elsewhere. Air
intelligence tended to get lost between these two elements.

Also important in understanding the working of Special Branch were
intraservice bureaucratic interests. Within the War and Navy Departments,
responsibilities for SIGINT were divided. The signal departments of each
service became responsible for interception and decryption of enemy messages.
Detailed analysis and subsequent dissemination was the responsibility of the
services’ intelligence chiefs—the War Department’s G—2 and the Navy’s ONL
Presumably, the two individuals heading these specific organizations were to
prescribe priorities for interception and decryption; left unresolved was overall
responsibility. The Pearl Harbor disaster served as mute evidence of unsettled
priorities and divided responsibilities.

Shortly after Pear] Harbor, Henry L. Stimson, now Secretary of War, and
probably with the support of President Roosevelt, concluded that Japanese
diplomatic traffic was not being given sufficiently close attention. Stimson set
about finding a better method, and in doing so he decided that the problem
could best be solved by a person with an executive background and experienced
in handling and presenting large cases involving complicated facts.'"™ The
Secretary of War turned to a New York lawyer and former colleague, Alfred
McCormack, and charged him with recommending overall improvements to the
signals analysis task. McCormack, commissioned for the purpose, joined Col.
Carter W. Clarke in Washington. The two soon formed what would become
Special Branch, responsible within the War Department for analysis and
dissemination of intercepted SIGINT. An agreement with the Navy Department
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation consolidated the diplomatic effort in
Special Branch. Special Branch also handled review and interpretation of
Japanese Army signals while the Navy concentrated on Japanese naval traffic.'®!
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Part of this arrangement was the implicit agreement that, at least in the early
days of fighting, the Department of the Navy would be concerned with the
Pacific.

McCormack quickly realized that he needed to get important SIGINT in a
usable format and in a timely fashion to Washington’s decision makers. He
decided to use a periodic intelligence summary based upon the latest MAGIC
intercepts integrated with previous MAGIC information. Started in March 1942
andinitially called The MAGIC Summary, these reports quickly proved a distinct
improvement over the pre—Pearl Harbor practice, whereby the services merely
forwarded portions of intercepted messages with little or no analysis. By the end
of 1942, these summaries, having been redesignated The MAGIC Diplomatic
Summaries, were issued daily, integrating both diplomatic and military analysis
gleaned from other intelligence sources. The Secretaries of War and the Navy;
the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Fleet; and the
Chief of Naval Operations and key staff officers of the service departments saw
the daily synopses. Although Amold and his AC/AS, Intelligence saw the
MAGIC summaries, not until late 1943 or early 1944 did they receive ULTRA
access. A copy of the MAGIC summaries reached the White House map room,
and by late 1942 the President’s naval aide was reading the digest to Roosevelt
during his daily physical therapy sessions. Presidential confidant Harry Hopkins
and senior military advisor Admiral William Leahy checked the summaries
each morning. During presidential absences from Washington, Roosevelt
received daily MAGIC information in the form of disguised intelligence
briefings. At least at the highest level, SIGINT based upon MAGIC was having
an impact.'®?

The degree and significance of the impact of MAGIC on national war policy
remains difficult to assess, primarily because all copies of the MAGIC Summa-
ries, except the record copy, were destroyed by the recipient after reading, and
few of the key participants referred to them in diaries or correspondence.
Wartime security measures strictly forbade mentioning any linkage of signals
decryption and the source.'® It is likewise difficult to link the specifics of high-
level decisions on strategic use of airpower in the Pacific to MAGIC. Most of
these decisions resulted from deliberations of the JCS or the war strategy of the
president and his advisors. Again, strict security provisions prohibited explicit
mention of MAGIC or ULTRA and its relationship to such decisions that appeared
in the JCS papers. MAGIC regularly provided Japanese attaché reports from
places such as Hanoi and occupied China on the specific results of AAF
bombing attacks as well as long-term analysis of economic problems. To these
MAGIC assessments, air intelligence experts often added other SIGINT data and
their own analyses that stressed what impact the air campaign was having upon
future Japanese war-waging capabilities.'*® Such firsthand bomb damage
assessments bolstered the AAF’s demands for operations targeted on the seizure
of forward air bases. As these MAGIC reports were going directly to major
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decision makers, one must assume a degree of influence. During the last twelve
months of the war in the Pacific, analyses in the MAGIC Summaries on the
economic impact of the AAF’s strategic bombing campaign increased, attesting
to the devastating impact that the American air attacks were having upon both
the civilian economy and domestic opinion.'*

Such influence by air intelligence specialists grew slowly until late 1943.
MAGIC analysts themselves recognized that much of the intelligence with air
implications derived from diplomatic sources was, in fact, secondhand.
Examples of such information that became available to the Allies were the
delicate Japanese-Russian negotiations over neutrality, the sporadic and
unsuccessful attempts by the Axis to break the Allied sea blockade with the use
of German and Japanese submarines, the shifting diplomatic and political
situations in Indochina and Thailand, the anti-British activities of the Indian and
Burmese puppet governments, and the Japanese attempts at peace negotiations
with Chungking. In mid-1943, the MAGIC summaries included several major
studies on Japanese military budget expenditures in Thailand and Indochina
which provided evidence of military initiative there as well as detailed analyses
on various aspects of the Japanese war economy, including rice, pig iron, and
aluminum production and rail transportation. But these had little immediate
tactical application in the Pacific air war.'*

Another reason for the lack of high-level air intelligence in 1943 lay in the
periodic inability of American code breakers to decrypt Japanese Army or Navy
codes.* Unlike the Japanese MAGIC diplomatic messages, which were
enciphered by an Enigma-type machine and could be deciphered by the
American PURPLE device, the Japanese Army and Navy high-level codes were
enciphered by use of conventional but very difficult code books. The U.S. Navy
broke the Japanese JN-25 naval code first, in part because there were more navy
than army messages available for study. The Japanese Navy codes could be
deciphered by early 1942, although portions of many messages were often
unclear. For a time after January 1943, when a submarine loaded with code
books was captured, most naval codes could be deciphered. Japanese Army
codes began to yield in the spring of 1943, but they could not be broken
consistently until early 1944, when Allied forces captured a truckload of code
books. Even when coded messages could not be read, however, SIGINT gained
valuable information from traffic analysis by establishing locations of enemy
transmitters with radio direction finders and noting their signals activity.
Because the Japanese naval air forces were more security minded, American
SIGINT was more successful against army air units, gradually establishing air
OBs, patterns of flight, types of aircraft, airfields in use, and eventually tracking
tail numbers of aircraft moving in and out of the forward area.'®’

*The Japanese had no independent air force; the Japanese Army and the
Japanese Navy maintained their own air forces.
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The results of the Navy’s efforts to penetrate Japanese naval ciphers were
the information on Japanese intentions that led to the standoff in the Coral Sea,
blocking Japan’s advance on Port Moresby and ensuring the victory at Midway,
which crippled Japan’s carrier operations. In March 1943, the Army opened the
Wireless Experimental Center in New Delhi—a cooperative effort with the
British ULTRA operation. Code breakers there soon broke a Japanese military
code—the water transport code.'® As a result, throughout the remainder of the
war SIGINT contributed to attacks on critical Japanese shipping, initially
through monitoring of actual shipping schedules and eventually through
directing specific attacks by American submarines."” An example of this
occurred in April 1944 when analysts learned of a major Japanese resupply
convoy of 9 merchant vessels and 12 escorts moving from Chinese ports to
Hollandia bases with over 20,000 troops and supplies. American naval
submarines sank at least 4 of these vessels with a loss of over 4,000 troops.'*

B Section

By mid-1943, determined that SIS continue in breaking a fairly representative
flow of Japanese military ciphers and having obtained sufficient manpower to
conduct a comprehensive analytical program, Colonel McCormack established
a section dedicated to studying Japanese military messages and disseminating
the results—the B Section.'! Initial efforts by the new organization proved
frustrating as the code breakers encountered a bewildering array of codes being
used by the Japanese services, often with only fragmentary intercepts. They
lacked background data; as the official history notes, there were “difficulties of
translation and possibilities of erroneous interpretation. . .. It had become
evident that the potential of intelligence to be derived from Japanese military
traffic could be derived only by employing a very large number of personnel of
the highest quality.” Addressing the need for qualified analysts, in early January
1944 McCormack agreed to an authorized strength in B Section of 280 officers
and 120 enlisted members. Recruiting proved difficult, and by the middle of that
year the Army had assigned only 79 officers and 65 enlisted.'*

Though few in number, the air members of the new section began from its
inception to accumulate information about the Japanese Army Air Force. Using
AAF officers trained at the AAF’s air intelligence school as well as other flying
officers, this OB section became the primary source of intelligence on the
organization of the Japanese Army Air Force by Marci 1944."” From message
intercepts, B Section constructed a detailed air OB as well as unit dispositions
and strength estimates. In April 1944, section members began to prepare weekly
estimates of Japanese air strength that were issued separately from the MaGic
Diplomatic Summaries and other analytical products. These reports were part
of the larger Japanese Order of Battle Bulletins that also began to appear in
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weekly format for use both in Washington and the Far East.'* By July, the
analysts had amassed sufficient data to organize a Pacific OB conference. Such
conferences met on an irregular basis until August 1945.'*

Air members of B Section also cooperated with air members of F-22, the
ONI branch responsible for signal intelligence, which also produced estimates
on the Japanese Naval Air Force. The B Section and F-22 consultation
eventually led to a joint estimate of Japanese air strength. The formation and
evolution of B Section thus represented a critical step in the operational use of
SIGINT for AAF operations in the Pacific. By the end of the war, the Ameri-
cans shared this information with the British Air Ministry.'*

Operational SIGINT and the Far East

A s B Section began to produce operational intelligence concerning the Pacific,
Col. McCormack now faced the same dissemination problem there as he had in
Europe: how to transmit this analysis securely and then how to monitor its use
to ensure that the priceless source was not compromised. As with the Germans
in Europe, the Japanese still appeared unaware that some of the keys to their
cryptography had been broken. Operational exploitation had to be measured
against possible compromise. This required tough measures.

A complicating factor for Special Branch in implementing such measures
was the relationship of the American Navy and Army SIGINT organizations in
the Pacific. These units provided Pacific commanders with operational
intelligence that they had intercepted, decrypted, and analyzed; in some
instances they contributed to major operational successes, among which were
the battles of the Coral Sea, Midway, and the Bismarck Sea.'”” Hardened by
these operational successes, neither service was about to be told by Washington
how to use or even how to handle locally derived SIGINT.

The Navy and Army SIGINT organizations in the Pacific in early 1942
grew from the field operations set up in the pre—Pearl Harbor days. Both
services, mirroring Washington, had attempted to maintain their own intercept
and translation capabilities while sharing the information they obtained.
Evidence suggests that this split responsibility at MacArthur’s Far East
headquarters contributed in December 1941 to the destruction on the ground at
Clark and Iba Air Fields of the B—17s and P—40s that constituted the air force
which the general had counted on so heavily for the defense of the Philippines.
In a 1945 memoir, the Army commander of the SIGINT unit in the Philippines
later claimed that the Navy decoders were not working on weekends, so critical
information in the Navy’s possession did not reach MacArthur and his key
staff.'”®

By early 1942, the Army and Navy had established separate SIGINT
operations in the Pacific. Each group was producing, without consultating with
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Washington or Special Branch, SIGINT that had immediate operational use.
From a technological point of view, each organization possessed the same
ability as Washington for rapidly decrypting the intercepted messages once the
ciphers had been broken. In Brisbane and especially in Honolulu, intelligence
operations were integrated into the planning process. Each Pacific headquarters
saw itself as fully operational and largely self-sufficient with regard to SIGINT.
The March 1942 decision by the JCS to split the Pacific Theater into two
areas—the Navy-oriented Pacific Ocean Area (POA) under the command of
Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, and MacArthur’s Army-oriented Southwest Pacific
Area (SWPA)—served to complement the two services’ emerging regional
signal intelligence organizations. Moreover, SIGINT in the CBI region was
entirely separate from the other two Pacific war theaters.

The POA (Navy) SIGINT operation centered on Fleet Radio Unit, Pacific
(FRUPac), which functioned as the radio intelligence section of the Intelligence
Center, Pacific Ocean Area.'” Critical to the operational influence of FRUPac
had been its ability in early 1942 to intercept, decrypt, analyze, and disseminate
the critical SIGINT that facilitated the naval standoff in the battle of the Coral
Sea, and then to provide the key analyses that led to the dramatic victory at the
Battle of Midway.”® These experiences validated the operational use of
SIGINT. Furthermore, both battles showed the new role of carrier-based
aviation in the war. Although not recognized at the time, the loss of Japanese
carriers at Midway would limit the employment of Japanese airpower largely
to land-based assets. The air superiority mission in the theaters became more
focused than it would have been had Japan retained a strong carrier arm.

The SWPA organization providing SIGINT for operational use in 1942
grew from roots transplanted from Corregidor along with MacArthur in March
of that year. During those desperate days in the Philippines, the U.S. Army
detachment responsible for intercept and decryption of Japanese signals—the
2d Signal Company—nhad functioned under the direction of MacArthur’s signal
officer, Col. Spencer B. Akin.”! These specialists were among the few
evacuated from the Philippines to Australia by submarine. After arrival in
Melbourne, the 2d Signal Company was reinforced by the 837th Signal Service
Detachment to form the American nucleus of the SWPA SIGINT organiza-
tion—what became known as Central Bureau (CB).*

MacArthur’s operational concern in early 1942 was to blunt the Japanese
offensive and the anticipated invasion of Australia; he was allocated precious
few resources for this task. Until the war assumed a more stable character,
concern for the use of intercept intelligence was not one of the general’s highest
priorities.”” Thus it was his land deputy, Australian General Thomas Blamey,
who provided the genesis for CB. In mid-1942, Blamey asked the SWPA
commander to form “a combined bureau . . . [responsible for] the receipt,
collation, examination, and distribution of information obtained by intercept
organization.” MacArthur approved this suggestion, noting the potential
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benefits to the bureau from the “recent receipt from the War Department of
labor saving machinery [punch-card tabulating equipment].” To this the
Australians added ULTRA experience in the form of the Australian Special
Wireless Group, which had seen considerable experience against the Germans
in North Africa and the Near East. The group included some British personnel
who had escaped from Singapore. Thus from its inception, CB was multina-
tional 2

The personnel in CB greatly outnumbered those in Special Branch; CB
grew from 1,000 in 1943 to more than 4,000 by war’s end. Special Branch never
exceeded more than a few hundred. Americans comprised 50 percent of CB’s
personnel. At MacArthur’s insistence, the U.S. Navy was excluded from the
regular work. The presence of aU.S. Navy Liaison Officer with SWPA,, Captain
Arthur H. McCollum, allowed the regular interchange of information between
FRUPac and CB, intelligence that went directly to MacArthur and his G-2.2%
Given the Allies’ rather desperate and chaotic state in the SWPA in 1942, it is
not surprising that CB at first operated without a formal charter. Its code
breakers initially produced data from low-level message traffic. From this and
rudimentary traffic analysis came what was known at SWPA as RABDD
intelligence. In light of the essentially defensive SWPA mission during 1942,
RABID offered little tactical information for MacArthur. The general did,
however, become concerned with its casual handling by the Australians,
warning his Australian land commander that “the Australian agencies normally
disseminate information to echelons that have no immediate use thereof,”**
Concerned at a possible compromise of RABID, and therefore of CB, MacArthur
placed the organization and the function under the supervision of his G-2, Maj.
Gen. Charles A. Willoughby, and charged him with future control and content
of the intelligence gleaned from Akin’s effort. This arrangement remained in
force throughout the war. What the SWPA commander had done, of course, was
to take the same steps that were being taken in Washington with the establish-
ment of Special Branch under Col. McCormack.

To control this form of intelligence, MacArthur’s G-2 decided initially to
use a special daily report based upon CB-generated intelligence known at
SWPA as the BJ Report. Given his own passion for centralization, Willoughby
soon replaced this with a daily Special Intelligence Bulletin which became
known in SWPA as the Willoughby Bulletin.” He severely limited dictribution
within SWPA to MacArthur, Sutherland, and the G-3. Initially excluded from
regular review of the Willoughby Bulletin was MacArthur’s SWPA air deputy
and Fifth Air Force commander, Maj. Gen. George C. Kenney.

Willoughby could not ignore SIGINT for the simple reason that he lacked
other conventional intelligence sources. In 1942 and through 1943, most of the
Allies’ other data on the enemy came from the Allied Intelligence Bureau,
which oversaw the coast-watching activities, and the Allied Translator and
Interpreter Section, which sought to exploit captured documents and POW
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interrogations and such photointelligence as became available. As the official
histories for these activities make clear, these sources did not produce sufficient
intelligence by themselves. Coast watching was hampered because combat
intelligence staffs distrusted, as one war history put it, the “cloak and dagger”
type of agent, which produced reluctant coordination, while a dearth of qualified
linguists hampered the interpreters.”® Photographic and visual aerial intelli-
gence depended upon good weather (notably hard to find in some parts of the
SWPA) and having aircraft in the right place at the right time. If MacArthur and
his subordinates were to rely upon intelligence sources for operational planning,
much of it would have to be from radio intercepts and traffic analysis. At
approximately the same time as Kenney prepared his Allied Air Force for a
campaign against the Japanese, the SIGINT Service at Arlington Hall and the
B Section of MIS began to break the Japanese military codes. McCormack’s
desire to integrate all signals-derived intelligence entailed closer coordination
with all field interception operations and the passage of SIGINT data through
a special and highly secure, centrally controlled system of SSOs.

It also meant establishment of policy. As General Marshall stated to
General MacArthur in a letter of May 1943, “a uniform policy . . . with respect
to the handling and use of Japanese ULTRA in theaters of operation” is
necessary. Apparently, MacArthur interpreted this as Washington’s interfering
in the SWPA SIGINT operation. The SWPA commander balked and did not
answer his superior for two months. At issue was B Section’s insistence upon
direct communications between Washington and their SSOs. What McCormack
wanted in the SWPA was an arrangement similar to that already in place in
Europe for the handling of ULTRA. MacArthur saw this as an unwarranted
intrusion and told Washington that it was “a violation of all sound military
organization. . . . If this view [that the theater commander must retain control
of all forces in his theater] is not accepted,” he announced, “I would prefer not
having the organization proposed established in this theater.” It took a personal
visit by Colonel McCormack’s assistant two months later to convince the
SWPA commander otherwise; even then MacArthur insisted that SSOs “be
under my control for administration and discipline.”*® MacArthur’s attitude
long influenced his use of Washington-derived SIGINT.

The SWPA commander, and some of his senior staff, continued to view the
SSOs from Washington with great suspicion throughout the war. MacArthur
directed that Willoughby exclude them from the CB, and his G-2 consciously
snubbed them.?'° It is tempting to conclude that MacArthur’s apparent dismissal
of SIGINT from Washington lay in his egotism. It was more likely based on his
perception that he was already well served by his own SIGINT, and additional
material would not be worth the price of interference that might come with it.
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CHAPTER 3

Building an Intelligence Organization

THE JAPANESE ATTACKS ON AMERICAN FORCES and Hitler’s sub-
sequent declaration of war thrust the United States into a conflict she had long
hoped to avoid. Nevertheless, within three weeks, President Roosevelt, Prime
Minister Churchill, and their military advisors met in Washington to lay the
framework that would underlie their plans and actions for the next three years.

The most important decision of that conference (designated “ARCADIA”)
was that the two nations would fight the war as allies in the fullest sense of that
word. Unlike the previous world war, the United States would be a full partner,
not merely an associated power. While the Grand Alliance eventually consisted
of a host of nations including the Soviet Union, the fundamental cement of that
alliance was the Anglo-American union. Despite the blows the Japanese were
inflicting on both the United States and Great Britain in the Pacific and Far East,
ARCADIA reaffirmed the Europe-first strategy laid down the previous year in the
ABC-1 Agreement that came from the Anglo-American connections. The
British, at war with Germany and Italy for more than two years, would, at least
for the near term, be the senior partner in that theater. The United States, with
interests throughout the western Pacific and having greater resources, would
predominate in the Pacific.

For American airmen, the second major decision at ARCADIA was the
commitment to a major strategic role for air power. Within the American
military, the question of air power had been, and would be, vigorously debated.
Within the Alliance, discussions over air power’s contribution to the defeat of
the Axis in Europe, or at least how best to make that contribution, continued
until the summer of 1944, The earlier British commitment to strategic air
operations and the inability in the immediate future to strike Germany with any
other means led to an agreement to build up American air forces toward this
end. Regarding the related issue of maintaining a defensive position in the
Pacific pending the defeat of Germany, the press of events would weaken this
decision.

By the spring of 1943 American air forces were conducting a full range of
air operations around the world. From the United Kingdom, Eighth Air Force
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slowly and with several diversions began the air campaign that would ultimately
contribute decisively to the defeat of Germany. In North Africa, from November
1942 to May 1943, American air forces not only supported Allied armies
directly through close air support, but they engaged in counterair, interdiction,
and air transport operations. In the Southwest Pacific, General Kenney’s Fifth
Air Force pioneered innovative employment of land-based air power in support
of both land and sea forces. At the end of a logistics train more than halfway
around the globe, Maj. Gen. Claire Chennault’s Fourteenth Air Force and its
predecessors would constitute almost the entire American force in China, while
Tenth Air Force operated from India against the Japanese in remote Burma.

As the AAF prepared for and then went into combat, it had to build, train,
equip, and employ units simultaneously. In the case of air intelligence, the AAF
lacked not only resources and experience but also clear ideas of what intelli-
gence was supposed to do and how best to do it. The months from January 1942
through the spring of 1943 marked the real birth of American AAF air
intelligence. During this period, the development of intelligence organizations
occurred at all levels, from HQ AAF in Washington to the combat squadrons in
the field, and it saw the introduction of the first air intelligence training
program. As in other aspects of the air war, U.S. airmen benefited from the
experience and guidance of their British counterparts in air intelligence.
Circumstances precluded simply adopting RAF organizations and procedures
as such, even in Europe. The variety of demands and conditions confronted in
the global war meant that all aspects of intelligence had to be adapted to the
unique circumstances of each theater. The requirements as well as the resources
Generals Spaatz and Eaker found in Europe were in many respects quite
different from those Generals Nathan Twining, Kenney, Chennault, or Clayton
Bissell faced in the Pacific and in Asia.

The evolution and use of intelligence reflected the strains and potential
benefits of joint and combined operations. Not surprisingly, debate over force
structure, resource allocation, and operational responsibilities among the U.S.
services did not cease with the declaration of war. Often, coordination and
agreement on issues was easier between similar services within the Anglo-
American alliance than it was among the services of a single nation, particularly
the United States. This was as true with respect to intelligence as it was to the
allocation of resources or to the conduct of operations.

Under the constant pressures of planning, executing, and evaluating air
operations, the weaknesses of prewar air intelligence within the AAF quickly
became obvious. In its opening phase, for example, the daylight, precision
bombing campaign over occupied Europe revealed the enormity of the demands
this doctrine would make on intelligence. A greater awareness of the importance
of intelligence drove the development of new organizations, new approaches,
and new capabilities. Indicative of the revolution in air intelligence was the
increase in the types of sources, including those such as ULTRA, unknown to
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American airmen before their entry into the war, and those like aerial photore-
connaissance, whose operational applications had received little attention before
the war. New uses for standard peacetime procedures found application in
technical analysis of downed enemy aircraft or captured equipment.

Pearl Harbor and Implications for Air Intelligence

Perhaps no single event in American history has been the subject of as much
analysis and hindsight judgment than has the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.
The apparent failure to interpret the content of Japanese diplomatic messages
(MAGIC) seems to make Pearl Harbor a classic case of the failure of intelli-
gence. But to focus exclusively on MAGIC is to ignore other factors equal to, if
not more important than, the events that led to December 7th. For at its core,
Pearl Harbor was not a failure of intelligence so much as it was a failure of
command. The circumstances surrounding the surprise attack on American
forces at Hawaii and the Philippines offer an almost endless detailing of how
not to prepare for war. In implications for air intelligence, and for planning and
operations, these insights can be considered within two broad categories:
organization (including the structure of intelligence agencies and the collection
and dissemination of intelligence) and evaluation.

Neither the War nor the Navy Department was organized to take advantage
of the information MAGIC and other sources provided. By tradition and practice,
intelligence was a junior, and neglected, branch of the services. Neither service
had a central organization for evaluating such intelligence as was available.
Within the WDGS, the chief of the MID, Brig. Gen. (then Col.) Hayes A.
Kroner, admitted that development of a central evaluation capability was still
in “the planning stage” in 1941." Any coordination that did occur was at best
informal. Although a Joint Intelligence Board had been created in the fall, it had
met only once by December 7, and that was late in November. The lack of a
central analysis capability meant that no group had the responsibility or the time
to reflect on bits of intelligence nor to ponder the possible links among
seemingly disparate fragments of information. Consequently, the several critical
and potentially decisive signals that flowed into infant intelligence analysis
channels were subjected only to fragmented, often isolated, review.

The most obvious instance of this fragmentation was the excessive control
imposed on access to intercepted high-level Japanese message traffic. Rightly
concerned with the consequences of losing this unique look into Japanese
decision making, senior American military leaders imposed rigid controls not
only on the source, but on the information itself. This well-intentioned restraint
was achieved at the expense of exploiting what that information might offer. A
number of people in key positions did not have access to this essential
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information and the clues it provided. As an astonishing example, the chief of
the Intelligence Branch of MID, responsible for intelligence estimates for the
G-2 and the Chief of Staff, did not have access to Japanese intercepts.”

Reflecting both the excessive security surrounding signals intelligence and
the perceived value of intelligence was the decision to withhold such informa-
tion from senior commanders in Hawaii. Whether any of them would have acted
differently is open to debate. The Commander, Pacific Fleet, Admiral Husband
Kimmel, did get the gist of critical information in long, personal letters from the
Chief of Naval Operations, while Lt. Gen. Walter C. Short, Commanding
General of the Army’s Hawaiian Department, demonstrated a general apathy
toward intelligence. His narrowly focused interpretation of the war-warning
message he received on November 27 as referring strictly to sabotage suggests
that direct access would not have had any significant effect. The failure to
implement a secure means of passing appropriate information to commanders
likely to be in the line of fire was both an organizational failure and a reflection
of the lack of appreciation of the potential role of intelligence in the preparation
and conduct of military operations.

Even without SIGINT, it did not take much imagination to recognize the
general deterioration of Japanese-American relations. Daily receipt of decrypted
messages in Honolulu could have provided no stronger warning than the War
Department’s message of November 27: “Negotiations with Japan appear to be
terminated to all practical purposes. . . . Japanese future action unpredictable but
hostile action possible at any moment.” The Navy message sent the same day
was even more explicit: “This dispatch is to be considered a war warning.”

After the event, individuals would point to qualifiers in these messages to
explain why neither the Pacific Fleet nor the Hawaiian Department was
prepared for the attack that occurred ten days later. The very fact that so much
attention was paid to the supposed qualifiers highlights the fundamental failure
of the commanders at Oahu: they simply did not believe an attack would happen
there.* During one of the Army’s investigations, Brig. Gen. Sherman Miles,
WDGS G-2 in December 1941, stated, “The primary responsibility of military
intelligence [is] . . . to advise the Command what the enemy may do and
possibly do or more probably do.” It was in the execution of this responsibility
that the collective American intelligence community most signally let down.
The fundamental intelligence failures leading to Pearl Harbor lay neither in
process nor organization; they lay in attitudes and outlooks.

Notonly did the intelligence agencies not question the implicit assumption
that a serious attack on Hawaii was not a possibility, they contributed to its
happening. Colonel Kroner, Chief of the Intelligence Branch of MID, testified
he did not recall any MID estimates prepared for the G-2 and the Chief of Staff
that addressed this as a probability.’ Asked why the final estimate preceding the
attack had focused solely on Europe, General Miles explained he had wanted
to counter the “defeatist attitude” about Nazi Germany he saw within the
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General Staff. Moreover, he continued, there was no need to address an attack
on Hawaii because, having been studied for twenty years, “it was so obvious.”’
In contrast, Col. Rufus Bratton, Chief, Far East Section, MID, recalled they had
not included a possible Japanese attack on Hawaii because they believed the
Navy to be on the alert, and “we therefore relegated such an attack to the realm
of remote possibility.”® While MID apparently considered the possibility of a
covering raid somewhere in the Pacific, it saw this as the Navy’s concern,
despite the fact the Army’s purpose for being in Hawaii was to defend the
islands and the fleet.’

MID estimates on the Far East in the year leading up to the attack focused
almost exclusively on possible Japanese moves into Southeast Asia and the
Netherlands East Indies (NEI). Even an ONI report that the Japanese had
apparently created a new task force did not influence this emphasis. Only in the
estimate of January 1941—eleven months before the attack—was there a
reference to the possibility of “raids and surprise attacks against Pacific ports
on the mainland as well as against Alaska.”'® Naval officials were no more
perceptive. No ONI estimate addressed the Japanese capability of air attack
against Pearl Harbor."' In the Navy Department’s November 27th message, the
impact of the arresting first sentence was lessened by the explicit assessment
that “the number and equipment of Japanese troops and the organization of
naval task forces indicates [sic] an amphibious expedition against either the
Philippines [,] Thai or Kra Peninsula [sic] or possibly Borneo.” While
“Continental districts [,] Guam [,] Samoa [are] directed [to] take appropriate
measures against sabotage,” Oahu was not even mentioned.'*

In the months before December 1941, American intelligence officers and
their superiors focused on what they saw as Japanese intentions at the expense
of understanding their capabilities.”’ Intelligence officers fell into the trap of
assessing Japan’s intentions within the framework of American logic and
interpretation of what the Japanese should do, rather than what the Japanese
might think they should do. This tendency to discount Japanese decision making
was to return to dog American air commanders at other times, but not with such
catastrophic results as it did in December 1941.

As General Miles admitted, “We underestimated Japanese military power.”
According to Miles, authorities had evaluated the opponent on his “past record,”
whichthey believed was “notimpressive.”"* The difficulty of obtaining accurate
intelligence made assessment difficult, but evidence of Japan’s strengths as well
as weaknesses was available. By overlooking or ignoring this evidence,
authorities assumed a level of capability that encouraged an incorrect assess-
ment of intentions. Admiral Kimmel spoke for many when he admitted off the
record, “I never thought those little sons-of-bitches could pull off such an
attack, so far from Japan.”‘5
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Creating the Office of the Assistant Chief of Air Staff,
Intelligence

In the years preceding World War II, the U.S. Army Air Corps and then the
AAF had undergone a series of reorganizations as the nation searched for the
proper roles for air power and the means to accomplish them. As an essential
element in the planning and execution of air operations, air intelligence within
the Air Corps and AAF had been affected each time a change occurred. The
onset of war did not eliminate organizational issues or questions of responsibil-
ity regarding air intelligence functions; if anything, the crises the United States
now faced exacerbated the dilemma while underscoring the urgency of a
resolution. One of the major themes in the evolution of air intelligence and its
impact on planning and operations in the first part of the war was the ongoing
effort to develop the most effective air intelligence structure within AAF
headquarters in Washington and to determine its relationships with its Army
and Navy counterparts. ‘

Pearl Harbor demonstrated the ineffectiveness of American military and
naval intelligence and revealed that at least part of the problem stemmed from
the lack of Army-Navy cooperation regarding intelligence. To secure coopera-
tion and coordination on all matters involving joint action of the U.S. Army and
Navy, on January 23, 1942, the Secretaries of War and Navy directed a
reorganization of the Joint Army-Navy Board plus the creation of a Joint Army-
Navy Planning Committee and Joint Strategic Committee to supplement the
Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC). The duties of the JIC were to prepare daily
joint summaries of military and other directly related intelligence for the
president and other high officials, and such other special information and
intelligence studies as the joint board required. The JIC was to have full access
to MID and Naval Intelligence Division files. When the JCS organization
replaced the Joint Army-Navy Board in February 1942, the committees
established to support the joint board continued under the JCS. Like other JCS
committees, the JIC prepared papers concerning agenda items for the JCS’s
meetings.'®

InMarch 1942, a War Department reorganization created three autonomous
and coordinate commands under the Chief of Staff: Army Ground Forces, AAF,
and Services of Supply (later the Army Service Forces). The implementing
directive reaffirmed the overall planning, coordination, and supervisory role of
the WDGS, but it prohibited the General Staff from involvement in administra-
tive details and operating activities of these commands. Although the directive
authorized Air Corps officers to comprise 50 percent of the General Staff, that
goal would not be reached because of the scarcity of qualified Air Corps
officers. With respect to intelligence, the reorganization authorized G-2 to
enlarge his Air Section, and it buttressed his responsibility for collecting all
intelligence, both air and ground."” The March 1942 reorganization amalgam-
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ated the old OCAC and the Air Force Combat Command into HQ AAF.
Accordingly, the intelligence functions of both these groups were transferred to
the office of the AC/AS, Intelligence, also referred to as A-2.*"® To perform his
responsibilities to collect, evaluate, and disseminate air intelligence, the AC/AS
was provided an A-2 staff and a subordinate Air Intelligence Service (AIS)
which reported to the AC/AS through its director. The A-2 staff was to
establish policy and provide overall guidance on air intelligence functions
within the AAF. AIS would serve as the operating agency to collect, evaluate,
and disseminate tactical and other air intelligence, develop training programs
for air intelligence people, and operate air security services. By June 1942, 210
officers were assigned to air intelligence duties under the AC/AS, Intelligence.'

Despite pressures on all agencies to reduce the number of people in the
Washington area, AC/AS, Intelligence continued to expand. Upon his
assignment as the A-2 in June 1942, Col. Edgar P. Sorenson argued for an
additional 58 people. It was not enough, he explained, for his organization to
depend upon intelligence sent to it; his staff also had to seek out information
from the many agencies in Washington that had useful data. In the summer of
1942, A-2 officers made a weekly average of 437 contacts with 25 different
Washington agencies. In the Informational Intelligence Division, for example,
only 25 percent of the products it prepared came from information automatically
sent to it. At the same time, Sorenson noted, manpower shortages prevented the
accomplishment of tasks vital to the operating commands. The Operational
Intelligence Division had completed only half of a schedule calling for 361
objective folders for all theaters. Under the threat of a severe impairment in
targeting at a critical juncture, Sorenson got the 58 additional officers (including
4 officers for an AAF Historical Section added to A2 in June 1942).%

The division of responsibilities between the A-2 staff and AIS reflected the
then-current AAF approach of separating policy and operating functions. This
philosophy proved more appropriate in theory than in practice, and shortly the
decentralized structure evolved into a much more centralized one. The division
proved especially burdensome for air intelligence; the A-2’s office was with the
Air Staff in the Munitions Building, and the AIS was at Gravelly Point, near the
Washington, D.C., municipal airport. As part of yet another AAF reorganiza-
tion, in March 1943 all air intelligence functions were telescoped into the office
of the AC/AS, Intelligence, where they fell into five principal divisions:
Operational Intelligence, Informational Intelligence, Counter Intelligence,
Combat Training and Liaison, and Historical.*' The March 1943 reorganization
also established a Special Projects section supposedly to focus on the develop-
ment of a more professional and realistic intelligence staff operation. Under the

*During the four years of war there would be eight different Assistant Chiefs
of Air Staff for Intelligence.
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press of daily activities, however, the special staff became a catchall for
unrelated activities not properly chargeable to any of the other divisions.?

Parallel to AAF efforts to clarify the responsibilities of intelligence within
its own organizations was the continuing effort to establish the proper
relationship between the Air Staff A-2 and the WDGS G-2. Airmen were
convinced the former had to control the whole cycle of collection, analysis, and
dissemination of air intelligence because the entire process was necessary to
prepare target folders, enemy air OBs, air route guides, pilot manuals, and other
materials required to support air forces in contemplated theaters of operations.
Moreover, as a member of the JCS and the Combined Chiefs of Staff (CCS) and
as de facto Army air advisor to the President of the United States, the Com-
manding General AAF required a completely integrated and uninhibited
intelligence staff supporting him.? -

In fact, for more than a year A-2’s relations with G-2 continued to be
defined primarily by the War Department letter of September 10, 1941. A-2 had
no primary collection agents and received practically all its information
secondhand from G-2, the ONI, and such agencies as the OSS and the Foreign
Economic Administration (FEA).” Some air intelligence officers were at least
slightly bitter that they received rather than collected intelligence. One
remarked, “It is up to us to take the information we get and to holler like stuck
pigs for more when we feel short-changed. . . . By request to MIS [Military
Intelligence Service, G-2] for information on a particular subject, cables to
MAs [Military Attachés] and theater commanders are sent out, and in the course
of time it returns to us.” Still, the time required to get desired information
through channels resulted in “considerable delay,” and information was often
“summarized or evaluated in transit so that the original picture is not presented
in detail to Headquarters, Army Air Forces.””

Both the MIS Air Group and the A-2 Intelligence Service often examined
the same problems, with unnecessary duplication and the danger of expressing
confusing divergences. In March 1942, a British Air Ministry delegation
pointed out that the two American and one British intelligence evaluation
groups were having difficulty arriving at the same estimate of the enemy’s air
OB.” In view of these British criticisms and reports of delays in getting
information from the United Kingdom, the War Department authorized General
Arnold to detail officers through the Commanding General, European Theater,
to temporary duty with the British Air Ministry to facilitate procurement of
bombardment target information, technical aviation data, and other theater
combat intelligence.”

Because control of all forces in a theater of operations remained under each
theater commander, responsible to the JCS, HQ AAF initially could not even
deal directly with air units outside the continental United States. One incident,
however, especially raised the ire of General Arnold and resulted in a modifica-
tion to this restriction. On September 18, 1942, Arnold requested Brig. Gen.
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William D. Butler, Commanding General, Eleventh Air Force, Alaska, to send
a comprehensive story immediately by airmail on the September 14 action at
Kiska. On September 20th, Butler responded: “Am required by existing
agreement Chief of Staff and Cinch [Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Navy] to
submit to Comtask [Commander Task] Force Eight for approval prior to send
msg. Will try to get it through.”?

Two weeks later the Chief of the Air Staff, Maj. Gen. George E. Stratemey-
er, forwarded directly to General Marshall a very strong memorandum stressing
the necessity for the Commanding General, AAF, to receive promptly full and
accurate information of the needs and requirements for training and equipment
of Air Forces units so these experiences could be assimilated and disseminated
to other commands throughout the world as quickly as possible. “Lessons
learned from combat experience with Japanese forces in Alaska today might
save pilots and planes in Australia tomorrow,” the memorandum intoned, and
“the most appropriate medium for evaluating and disseminating this vital
information . . . is the Headquarters of the Army Air Forces in Washington.” In
response to the Air Forces’ concerns, the War Department authorized overseas
Air Force units to send copies of technical and tactical information, operational
reports, and intelligence data directly to HQ AAF, in addition to sending the
same material upward through command channels.”

In July 1943 the AC/AS, Intelligence formally requested the creation of an
A-2/G-2 commiittee to study the relations of the two in air matters. Col. T. J.
Betts, Deputy G-2, and Col. W. M. Burgess, Chief, Informational Intelligence
in A-2, headed the joint committee. In its report, the committee pointed out that
while the MID had overall responsibility for the collection, evaluation, and
dissemination of military information, including that pertaining to the AAF, in
practice something of a division of labor had developed. While the G-2’s air
unit accomplished the detailed preliminary work for estimating enemy and
neutral air orders of battle, A-2 performed the detailed work on tactical and
technical air intelligence, airdromes, and related information. The committee
concluded that while there appeared to be “an appreciable duplication of work,”
it was in fact the minimum possible since the two units reported to different
masters, either to the Army G-2 and through him the Chief of Staff, or to the
Commanding General, AAF.*

In the midst of these ongoing organizational struggles, the officers and men
of AC/AS, Intelligence strove to fulfill the dual functions of that office: service
to the Commanding General, AAF, and support to the combat commands. In
executing these responsibilities, the Informational and Operational Intelligence
Divisions played the critical roles.

The Informational Intelligence Division’s general functions included
collecting, evaluating, and disseminating information about both enemy and
friendly air activities. It furnished the commanding general with situation
reports, prepared special studies on probable developments in tactical and
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technical intelligence, published bulletins, maintained the Air Intelligence
Library, and operated the Air Room.”' Management studies of this division in
1942 and 1943 were often critical, noting that form was emphasized too much
over substance. Instead of innocuous briefings and glossy magazine-style
publications, the management surveys stressed the need for timely, decision-
oriented presentations to the commanding general and his senior staff and
bulletins to provide useful information to operational commands.*? Given
Arnold’s insatiable demands for information on every aspect of the AAF, it is
not surprising that significant improvements were made in the Air Room
presentations. To support air forces worldwide, MID eventually produced and
distributed the Air Force General Information Bulletin, disseminating technical
and tactical intelligence much as Stratemeyer had argued for in his memoran-
dum to Marshall.

The primary burden for providing operational intelligence to combat
commands resided with the Operational Intelligence Division. Under the
direction of Lt. Col. Malcolm Moss, the target information portion of this
division was charged to prepare air estimates for strategic planning, assemble
information relative to actual and potential objectives for air attack (especially
industrial and economic targets), and develop air objective folders and target
charts for operational use.*” Despite initial efforts in the late 1930s and
analyses prepared in the development of AWPD-1, this office faced a
formidable task. An example is Lt. Gen. Ira C. Eaker’s final report as Com-
manding General, Eighth Air Force, when he reflected that, on arriving in the
United Kingdom in early 1942, “Almost no information regarding targets in
Germany, strength and disposition of G.A.F., etc. or target material, pictures,
maps, etc. was available in the United States. In effect, we had no intelligence
information and material about Germany and her occupied territories.”**
Accurate and detailed information regarding the Japanese Empire was even
sparser.

In Europe, rather than starting from scratch, American airmen agreed torely
primarily on British intelligence resources and organizations. By tacit
agreement, Eighth Air Force, working through the British Air Ministry,
assumed primary responsibility for intelligence regarding Germany, while AAF
A-2 concentrated on other theaters, including the Mediterranean and Pacific.

* Air estimates were broad studies of the nature and vulnerabilities of economic
and industrial systems important to an enemy’s potential to sustain military
operations. Objective folders were compilations of factual data, including aerial
photographs and maps when available, on actual and potential industrial-military
targets within specific geographical areas. Folders were intended for use by
commanders and operations and intelligence officers for mission planning and air
crew briefings. Target charts, for use by individual bomber crews, showed specific
informationregarding the exactlocation of enemy objectives and highlighted terrain
features and other landmarks to aid pilots and bombardiers in locating their targets.
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Moss’s target section did undertake a series of air intelligence estimates of
western Axis industries in late 1942 which were incorporated into the later
Report of the COA.*

While Eighth Air Force could rely on major British assistance, AAF forces
in North Africa depended more on A-2. Of 364 target charts completed by the
end of October 1942, 213 addressed potential targets in Africa or Spain, while
113 more in final preparation covered targets in Italy.>® Special studies
completed in 1942 in support of pending operations in North Africa included
“Airfield and Topographic Information” on Spain, North Africa, and the
Casablanca area (February 1942); “Information for TORCH” (September 1942);
“Target Information on Italy, Sardinia, and Balearic Islands” (September 1942);
and “RR Targets: Italy, Sicily, and Sardinia” (June 1943).”” References to Spain
were based upon the uncertain reaction of that country to the Northwest African
landings. Should Spain join the Axis alliance, knowledge of that country would
prove essential.

Colonel McDonald—an old-line Air Corps intelligence officer and A-2 of
Twelfth Air Force, NAAF and MAAF, in 1942 and 1943—judged HQ AAF
A-2 estimates of enemy industries and transportation systems in North Africa
definitely useful for combat planning. He was more critical of the time and
expense spent in Washington to make the folders attractive. “The most useful
contribution from Washington could have been simple folders on individual
targets, including mimeographed and photographic and photostat material . . .
sent forward promptly as soon as the information could have been prepared.”
Charts and folders for Italy that came from Washington were of little help
because they were based on outdated information.”® By early 1943 the NAAF
had facilities in Algiers to provide all charts needed for the Mediterranean. The
NAATF, like the Eighth and Twelfth Air Forces, indicated it no longer needed
HQ AAF charts.*

At the same time, A-2 sections were addressing items of interest in the
Pacific as well. Even before the outbreak of war, A-2 had undertaken the
preliminary “Survey of Japanese Iron and Steel Industry.” In 1942 special
studies included those on flying conditions in Japan; Japanese aircraft, copper,
and steel industries, air defenses, and shipping; and target priorities. Of the 105
objective folders published between October 1942 and May 1943, 69 focused
on targets under Japanese control.** Because of the scarcity of current
information on conditions in Japan (the result of Japanese efforts to prevent
intelligence collection in the 1930s) much of this material would prove of
limited value. Nevertheless, it was illustrative of ongoing efforts in the early
months of the war.

Technical air intelligence in the early 1940s experienced the same
fluctuations and evolutions as those affecting other aspects of air intelligence.
The U.S. Army Air Corps had gathered some technical data in China in the late
1930s regarding the Japanese Army Air Force. Although not revealed at the
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time, the U.S.S. Panay had been loaded with remnants of Japanese equipment
when the Japanese sank her in the Yangtze River. The emphasis of Air Matériel
Command’s Technical Data Laboratory on testing and improving American
designs provided little time or experience for analyzing captured material. On
the other hand, since 1939 the British had acquired considerable expertise in
this area. The Air Ministry included a technical intelligence section that
contained both a technical staff and crash officers, the latter being individually
responsible for a given area of the British Isles. When an enemy plane crashed,
the crash officer went immediately to the scene, assessed what technical aspects
he could, and immediately questioned any downed enemy airmen.

In October 1942, Maj. Gen. Muir S. Fairchild, AAF Director of Military
Requirements, had asked intelligence to focus on likely German counterstrikes
to allow the AAF to change equipment and tactics before such enemy actions
could take their toll. “It appears obvious,” Fairchild said, “that the success or
failure of our European offensive may depend to a large degree upon the ability
of our intelligence services, both in Great Britain and in the United States to
anticipate well in advance any changes in the German strategy, tactics, and
equipment.”* To assist in implementing a program to address Fairchild’s
concerns, Squadron Leader A. W. Colley, an experienced RAF technical
intelligence officer on detached duty to HQ AAF, arrived in 1942 at Air
Matériel Command at Wright Field to help organize an air technical intelligence
(ATI) course. This course taught candidates how to prepare initial pro forma
evaluation reports and how to determine what captured material should be
forwarded for more detailed analysis within the theater or at Wright Field. By
the end of March 1943, thirty-three Air Forces officers and ten Navy officers
had graduated from the ATI course. Upon graduation, the officers went to
Washington for ten days of indoctrination in A-2 before going to overseas
theaters. Meanwhile, the British continued to carry the burden of crash
intelligence in both the European and Pacific theaters.*?

In the Southwest Pacific, AAFSWPA initiated active crash intelligence in
Australia, although few Japanese aircraft were available for study because most
had fallen into the ocean. The pro forma report worked out by the Allied Air
Forces was eventually adopted by AC/AS, Intelligence for standard use
throughout the AAF. One Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) officer with
practical engineering experience maintained a roving crash inspection
headquarters in New Guinea. On one occasion, three Type 99 Val fighters
located after the Japanese abandoned them were dismantled and shipped to
Brisbane for examination. The Fifth Air Force also tried to obtain intelligence
from nameplates on equipment, but since initially no American air officer or
enlisted man was capable of translating Japanese, RAAF and British Army
personnel had to perform this function.®

To improve both the value of technical intelligence and the attention paid
to it, in June 1943 Sorenson wrote to the commanding general of each USAAF
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numbered air force. He emphasized the importance of technical intelligence but
noted the mission was not being handled well. ATI was not coming in from
Alaska, Hawaii, India, or China. Although a workable system of technical
intelligence was in effect in the SWPA, only a fraction of captured Japanese
equipment was available for scrutiny there. To alleviate the lack of capability
to provide acceptable analysis of matériel, the A-2 recommended that Sorenson
be authorized to establish a captured air equipment center at a location where
most required facilities were available or easily procurable.*

While the AAF attempted to improve crash intelligence, the U.S. Navy
conducted a similar activity at a captured enemy equipment unit set up in early
1943 at the Anacostia Naval Aircraft Factory outside Washington D.C. The JIC
proposed a joint technical air intelligence activity in which the Anacostia unit
would handle a major portion of the work. The proposal was shelved because
neither service was prepared to work with the other. In June 1943 the Navy
resurrected the proposal, suggesting the Army be in charge of a “test section”
at Nashville, Tennessee, while the Navy supervised a “development section” in
Washington to produce and disseminate timely technical aviation data.*® At this
point, another matter impinged upon the proposal for joint crash intelligence.
In North Africa, General Eisenhower had sponsored a Joint Intelligence
Collection Agency (JICA) under his G-2. Sorenson initially thought the JICA
would merely collect information and forward it to the United States. When the
JICA requested assignment of an experienced air technical officer, however,
Sorenson provided Lt. Col. Byron R. Switzer from his own staff.*¢

Soon afterward, AAF Intelligence requested information from JICA on the
use of laminated methyl methacrylate in the canopy of the German FW 190.
From North Africa, McDonald rebuked Sorenson for going to an “outside
ground agency” with his request for the Focke-Wulf canopy. McDonald
informed Sorenson that he was sending a Messerschmitt 109G and a FW 190,
both flyable, to Wright Field for testing. “In closing,” he wrote, “I may add that
the type of Intelligence which has contributed most to the air, sea, and ground
operational successes in the Libyan and Tunisian Campaigns is Air Intelligence
developed and applied by personnel who have an appreciation of air values. .
.. It therefore behooves the Air Force to maintain a high degree of control over
all matters pertinent to air intelligence and not pass it on to personnel who are
not particularly qualified to do justice to it.” Sorenson defended himself by
explaining that JICA had a courier aircraft to and from the United States and
therefore was thought best able to get a canopy to Wright Field quickly. “I agree
with you,” Sorenson wrote, “that Air Intelligence is the most important
intelligence yet developed in North Africa. Further, that the old conventional
G-2-~ONI [organization] is out of date. However, since we are not going to be
able to do away with the latter in one fell swoop, the best solution is to
impregnate it with those who are Air Intelligence minded.”*’
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When Maj. Gen. O. P. Echols, the AC/AS, Matériel, Maintenance, and
Distribution, was asked to comment on Sorenson’s proposal that AC/AS,
Intelligence have its own technical engineering evaluation capability, he did not
agree that this was needed or that it would necessarily be advantageous. Divided
responsibilities between engineering and intelligence agencies had little to do
with the problems involved in crash intelligence, he insisted. The Air Matériel
Command at Wright Field had never had facilities or requisite personnel to
handle crash intelligence. If adequate facilities and people could be obtained,
the status quo in crash intelligence ought not be changed.*®® Within AC/AS,
Intelligence, Colonel Burgess, chief of Informational Division, continued to
press the importance of field technical intelligence, but he admitted that the
difficulties of obtaining enemy equipment could be attributed largely to
shipping congestion, the press of other activities, and souvenir hunters who
often looted crash sites. In the summer of 1943 two Japanese fighters and a Bf
109 arrived in the United States, received minor repairs at Wright Field, and
were turned over to the AAF Proving Ground Command at Eglin Field, Florida,
for flight testing.*

In the autumn of 1943 Squadron Leader Colley was asked to comment on
AAFtechnical intelligence. He reported that the AAF’s Air Intelligence Section
at Wright Field was, in effect, “buried,” while the Navy’s Air Technical Section
at Anacostia was well set up. Combining or more closely coordinating AAF and
Navy ATI functions, he suggested, would eliminate duplication and enhance
overall technical intelligence.”® Colonel Burgess was inclined to believe the
best solution was to place all technical intelligence pertaining to air, whether
from Army or Navy sources, under one coordinating head. In a memo dated
November 10, 1943, he noted that assignment of responsibility for Japanese air
intelligence was under consideration by the JCS. He recommended that the
existing arrangement for technical air intelligence continue until the major
decision of how to handle Japanese air intelligence in the aggregate was made.”’

Two years into the war, it was obvious that questions on the role and
structure of air intelligence organizations, at least at the HQ AAF level, had not
been fully resolved. A detailed study of HQ AAF Air Intelligence by AAF
Management Control in September 1943 observed that “the Intelligence Office
tends to become an end in itself, rather than a means to an end which is really
the intelligence role.” The survey team argued for a creative intelligence
structure to procure, produce, and distribute early and advance intelligence
rather one that overzealously guarded and withheld information. Intelligence,
they concluded, was really a service (i.e., support) activity with many customers
for its products.*
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One of the most serious obstacles to the development of effective air
intelligence in the AAF when war came was an almost total absence of
qualified officers and the lack of even a basic training program. In the 1930s,
a few Air Corps officers had secured some intelligence orientation in the
course at the C&GSS at Fort Leavenworth, and there was a quota for Air Corps
officers in the photographic interpreter course at the Engineer School at Fort
Belvoir, Virginia. The ACTS at Maxwell Field had also included a block of
intelligence instruction. The Leavenworth intelligence course emphasized
ground warfare, and, after the ACTS closed in June 1940, no instruction was
available for air intelligence. In July 1941, Maj. Gen. George H. Brett, Chief
of Air Corps— now that Arnold had become Chief, AAF— pointed out that the
Air Force Combat Command did not have more than twenty-five officers
assigned to intelligence duties who could be considered even partially qualified
for their jobs. Brett urged that the AAF proceed with plans to establish a basic
intelligence school.”

In reviewing proposals for air intelligence instruction in September 1941,
the War Department G-2’s office stated all arms and services had the same
intelligence requirements: to determine the location, strength, composition, and
probable lines of enemy action. Therefore, “all instruction along military
intelligence lines should be unified and presented in one school only.”** To
buttress this argument, the MID referred to the War Department letter of
September 10, 1941, to assert that G-2’s responsibilities for all military
intelligence operations also applied to intelligence instruction. Interestingly,
Brig. Gen. Harry L. Twaddle, WDGS G-3 (Operations) agreed with the AAF’s
position that independent air missions and operations required a special type of
air intelligence instruction that was essentially a study of the economic and
industrial systems of potentially hostile nations.” Despite the MID argument,
the AAF requested, and the Army Chief of Staff approved, a budget item to
expand facilities at Bolling Field, Washington, D.C., for an air intelligence
school. Congress quickly voted necessary funds in December 1941.

AAF planning for air intelligence had been strongly influenced by the
amount of information the British were reportedly obtaining from interpretation
of aerial photographs. General Brett’s memorandum of July had noted, “One of
the more prolific sources of intelligence is that secured by photographic means.
The value cannot be overemphasized.”*® In the United States the Air Corps was
developing aerial photographic equipment but had made no provision for either
operating units or photographic analysts. Capt. Harvey C. Brown, a key figure
in the development of American wartime photo intelligence, completed an RAF
photointerpretation course in August 1941 and received practical training at the
RAF CIU. In recalling his experience in Britain, Brown remembered the
“British had developed their photointerpretation organizations to an amazing
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degree. . . . It was generally accepted that CIU provided at least 80 percent of
the total information on German activities and installations.” Brown returned
to Washington in December 1941 to organize the AAF photointelligence
program. He also advised on the selection of personnel for training in the new
Air Intelligence School, favoring the British philosophy that people with
backgrounds in science and research were best suited for photointerpretation.’’

Formal AAF air intelligence training began quite precipitously. On
December 8, 1941, a ten-day photointerpreter course began in makeshift
facilities at Bolling Field. Many of the students, newly commissioned AAF
Combat Command officers, had been pilots in World War I. The AAF Air
Intelligence School was formally established at Bolling on January 13, 1942,
with the first class scheduled to arrive two weeks later. Fortunately, the
president of the University of Maryland in College Park offered the necessary
facilities for the first class. The acceptance of this offer delayed the school’s
opening until February 16, 1942.%®

Air Force leaders recognized that the facilities at College Park would not
be adequate for the expansion due to come. Even before the first class of 33
officers had graduated from the college course, the AAF paid $300,000 to
purchase the Harrisburg Academy in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, for the new site
of air intelligence training. Officially designated the Army Air Forces Air
Intelligence School, the Harrisburg school was better known as the photointer-
pretation school, since that was two-thirds of its original curriculum; the
additional one-third was combat intelligence training. At first, photointerpreta-
tion training was considered the responsibility of the OCAC Intelligence
Division, but in the evolving AAF, training became the responsibility of the
newly created AAF Technical Training Command.*

The evolution of the Air Intelligence School reflected the confusion and
often conflicting demands characteristic of all aspects of the American war
effort in these months. Its first commandant, Col. Egmont F. Koenig, was the
only Regular Army officer assigned to the school, and the only officers who had
any military experience were former national guardsmen with some flying
background or officers drawn into military service from civilian life before
America entered the war. Koenig originally intended to copy the RAF system
in which older, successful businessmen were selected for intelligence duties at
the squadron, group, and command levels. The first class of sixty-eight students
which began training in April 1942 were “all men of affairs, intensely patriotic,
and unfailing in their devotion to duty.” They included lawyers, bankers,
businessmen, and even mayors. All were commissioned directly from civilian
life and required some military indoctrination during their six-week course.
Most of the 183 students in the second Harrisburg class also came straight from
civil life, but the AAF then decided future intelligence officers had to be
graduates of the AAF Officer Candidate School (OCS). Most of the 293 officers
in the third class, which began in August, had received indoctrination at OCS.
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The average age of the men in the third class was about forty, and Koenig
described this class as “outstanding in every possible way.”® In England, the
Assistant A-2, VIIIBomber Command, Lt. Col. Carl H. Norcross, observed that
the reputation of graduates of the first three Harrisburg classes was excellent.
The men were surprisingly well trained by a faculty that recognizably had no
opportunity for work or experience in the field.®'

The dearth of experienced officers and the urgent need to staff operational
commands with these scarce individuals affected the composition of the
Harrisburg faculty and, to some extent, its curriculum as well. Except for the
officers who opened the school, practically all faculty incumbents during 1942
came from the school’s graduates. Colonel Koenig recognized that this policy
necessarily led to an increasingly parochial instruction—many faculty members
had fewer than three months’ service and had never been in an airplane, making
them questionable as instructors for the combat intelligence course expected to
qualify group and squadron intelligence officers who would work closely with
combat airmen. Additionally, the more energetic and valuable an instructor, the
more anxious he was to leave Harrisburg for combat service. To maintain
morale, Koenig tried to reward effective service at the school with transfer to
an operational assignment after completion of six months or more as an
instructor. In his end-of-tour report in September 1942, Koenig recommended
instructors be “restricted largely to disabled front line fighters and men with
actual combat experience and that less than half of the new instructors shouid
be taken from the student body.”** Months would pass before fluctuations in the
AAF personnel system would permit such discrimination.

The rapid expansion of the AAF in the summer of 1942 resulted in
significant changes in the composition and caliber of the intelligence school’s
student body. The Koenig approach of selecting only men of exceptional
backgrounds became impossible to maintain. Even before his departure, Koenig
noted that the 277 students of the fourth class reflected more quantity than
quality. “Many students,” he observed, “turned in blank papers as solutions to
their problems, others plainly indicated that they were neither interested nor
cared about subjects which had little relation to the practicalities of their next
assignment.” Ten percent of this class failed to graduate and were sent to a
replacement center for other assignments.63 In October 1942, the new comman-
dant, Col. Harvey N. Holland, confronted a whirlwind as enroliment leaped
from fewer than 300 to more than 900 students per class. Many students in the
expanded classes were poorly qualified for intelligence work and had poor
attitudes, as reflected in a lack of interest, tardiness, poor work, cheating, and
sleeping in class. Norcross, who visited the school in January 1942, observed,
“The quality of the students is the poorest in history. They are younger—in
many cases too young to serve satisfactorily in the field as intelligence
officers.”®
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Norcross reported that the faculty was in near revolt, with very low morale.
The faculty particularly resented the fact that the school was under the
Technical Training Command. “They all feel,” wrote Norcross, “that T.T.C.
knows nothing about intelligence, cares nothing about it, and actually is doing
them much harm. . . . They feel that the School is declining rapidly and
inevitably.” Norcross recommended that the commandant be an intelligence
officer (Holland was not), that the school be placed directly under A-2 in
Washington, and that faculty morale be built up by more rapid promotions, a
promise of assignment to combat duties after at most nine months, and other
recognitions. Everything possible should be done as well to improve the
selection of students and give them incentives for good work.%

In the aftermath of Norcross’s visit, the air inspector of the First District,
Technical Training Command, spent a month at Harrisburg before filing a
report in March 1943. He concluded that the Norcross report was exaggerated,
although he agreed that morale was low, the quality of students in the seventh
class the lowest ever, and the instructional staff not of the highest caliber. While
selection of faculty members from the school’s graduates had provided for
excellent specialized instruction from an academic perspective, “it has resulted

. . in producing a faculty with very little military training, experience, or
background.” The result was “a rather in-bred, closely knit organization
resentful of any imposition of supervision or restraint from outside their
immediate circle.” In spite of these observations, the inspector could not agree
with Norcross’s views that the school was on a decline.®

The faculty were not alone in expressing dissatisfaction with subordination
to the AAF Technical Training Command. In October 1942, Colonel Sorenson
had expressed his opposition, even though this arrangement satisfied the AAF’s
efforts to separate policy and operating functions. Sorenson objected to the
prohibition against direct communication between the school and his A-2 staff
and the inability of the school commander to get undesirable students
transferred elsewhere. “It has not been shown,” he said, “that the Technical
Training Command has performed any extensive essential function for the Air
Intelligence School, nor that it has given that school any material assistance.”
Maj. Gen. Walter R. Weaver, commanding Technical Training Command, not
unnaturally objected to any change thar would violate AAF policies on
organization and decentralization. At the time, the Air Staff agreed with
Weaver.®” Within five months, however, the A-2 would assume responsibility
for the Harrisburg program.

When the AAF reorganization in March 1943 modified the principle of
separating planning and operating agencies, the air intelligence school moved
from the Technical Training Command to the immediate supervision and
jurisdiction of AC/AS, Intelligence. This reorganization ensured closer contact
between the school and agencies responsible for air intelligence, provided a
direct channel for getting action on school problems, and made the school more
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responsive to changes in combat theaters. It also allowed for the strengthening
of the types and methods of air intelligence training and made easier the
elimination of officers unsuited for intelligence duties. The assignment of Col.
Lewis A. Dayton, a former Texas Ranger, as commandant at Harrisburg
contributed to a restoration of school spirit. The school history noted that at his
first staff meeting Dayton had “immediately won the wholehearted cooperation
of the staff” with his forthright and engaging willingness to meet head-on the
problems everyone knew existed.®® During 1943 the school benefited from an
increased flow from overseas of combat intelligence material useful for teaching
purposes. An influx of instructors with overseas experience, reflecting Colonel
Koenig’s recommendation of the previous fall, added realism to the curriculum
as well.®

Just as the AAF was working out the organizational and administrative bugs
affecting the intelligence school, another shiftin AAF personnel planning raised
new challenges. After greatly expanded classes in the winter of 1942, OCS
quotas were reduced tenfold in January 1943, from 3,000 to 300 candidates
monthly. This reduced the number of potential new officers available to go to
Harrisburg to a more manageable level, but it also meant the school did not
receive the 350 to 400 students needed every six weeks to meet overseas
manning requirements. The VIII Bomber Command, for example, was
expanding combat operations early in 1943 and made frequent calls for
intelligence officers, even if untrained. In the same period, Fifth Air Force in the
SWPA sought Harrisburg graduates to staff their expanding intelligence
functions.” To help meet these demands, the AAF selected newly commis-
sioned officers with apparent intelligence qualifications and shipped them
directly to the theaters for training at the unit level. In addition, officers
identified for or already with continental air forces, commands, and other
activities were reassigned.” Finally, senior intelligence officers urged
operational commands to ensure that trained intelligence officers were not
wasted. Colonel Koenig was not the only individual to note that “too many of
our graduates finished as mess officers, counterintelligence officers, or simple
clerks in the Headquarters to which they were assigned.””

Over the course of the war, the air intelligence school graduated slightly
more than 9,000 officers. This figure includes individuals who attended the
school after it moved to Orlando, Florida, in the spring of 1944, when it became
the Intelligence Division of the School of Applied Tactics. More than half the
graduates received specialized training in combat intelligence. This course,
which focused on the group and squadron levels, addressed briefing preparation,
debriefing of combat crews, aircraft recognition training, preparation and use
of objective folders, target charts and maps, report preparation for higher
headquarters, and use of intelligence data such as enemy air OB, tactics, and
targets.
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Another 28 percent took the photointerpretation course, while the rest were
assigned to base intelligence (economic analysis), POW interrogation (language
training), or, in Orlando only, radar mapping and analysis. Until March 1943,
all students began with three weeks of general air intelligence. Specialist
training then consisted of three additional weeks for combat intelligence and
photointerpretation, six for POW interrogation, and four for base intelligence.
Beginning with the ninth class in March 1943 the combat and photointerpreta-
tion courses were extended two weeks. When the school moved to Florida in
1944, the radar mapping and analysis course ran six weeks, while language
preparation (by this time only in Japanese) was reduced to three.”

Even with the training they had received, graduates of the AAF Air
Intelligence School were qualified only as basic intelligence officers. Whenever
possible, the operational commands to which they were assigned provided
theater-specific qualification training. In Europe, where AAF units performing
daylight operations needed more combat intelligence and photointerpretation
officers than their RAF counterparts operating at night, the VIII Bomber
Command intelligence school gave a capsule introduction to American and
RAF intelligence organizations and procedures. This program, initiated in May
1942 under the direction of the VIII Bomber Command A-2, Maj. Harris B.
Hull, included a visit to an RAF or AAF airdrome for two to three weeks and
concluded with such specialized training as might be required.

In the South Pacific Area (SPA) and the SWPA, environmental factors
imposed additional requirements for intelligence officers. The A-2 of the
advanced echelon of Fifth Air Force on New Guinea concluded that many of the
early Harrisburg graduates were too old for work in a difficult climate. He
admitted that a great deal depended upon the individuals themselves: If they had
energy, brains, and a good personality, they could sell themselves to the
aircrews and their commanding officers. Another old hand in the Southwest
Pacific theater reported, even “Harrisburg-trained combat intelligence officers
are not worth their salt until they have at least a month’s experience in the
combat zone.”™

Obviously, trained intelligence officers were better than ones untrained, and
had an air intelligence training program been organized before 1941, it would
have functioned more effectively once war broke out. The Harrisburg Air
Intelligence School—begun with little advance planning, staffed with
instructors with no combat experience, enrolled with students unaccustomed to
military affairs, and subject to the whims of a personnel system straining to
respond to a host of demands—did surprisingly well. In December 1943, the
Commanding General of Eighth Air Force, Ira Eaker, stated in his report at the
conclusion of his assignment, “Graduates of the Intelligence School at
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, had received excellent basic training.””
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Atthe Washington Conference of January 1941, American and British military
leaders had agreed that in the event of a wartime alliance, success would depend
on the close collaboration of intelligence agencies.”® Despite differences in
operational doctrine, experience, and requirements, the integration achieved
during the war was unique in the history of military intelligence. Immediately
after Pear] Harbor, the RAF’s Assistant Chief of Air Staff, Intelligence (ACAS
[I]), Air Vice Marshal C. E. H. Medhurst, flew to the United States to lay the
groundwork for this cooperation.

Integration of air intelligence functions in the United Kingdom began with
the arrival of Brig. Gen. Ira Eaker and the advance contingent of Eighth Air
Force in February 1942. Eaker decreed that in establishing its intelligence
structure, Eighth Air Force would complement rather than compete with
existing RAF and Air Ministry intelligence agencies.”” As an initial step, the
RAF invited Major Hull and one of the five men who accompanied Eaker to the
United Kingdom, to attend the RAF Intelligence School.” In May, ACAS (I)
agreed that RAF Bomber Command would supply its American counterparts
with “all requisite intelligence . . . on aparallel withR.A.F. Commanders” until
the U.S. intelligence functions were fully established.” The Air Ministry even
established a new section specifically to link its air intelligence with the
American Air Forces.® The thread of RAF support ran throughout the early
period of activation and establishment. Looking back, General Charles Cabell,
who held critical positions both at HQ AAF and in Eighth Air Force, reflected,
“Their contributions to us . . . have been tremendous in giving us an intelligence
organization which we were entirely lacking.”®'

The crude state of American military intelligence prior to 1942 was
reflected in the tables of organization (TOs) of the initial air units to arrive in
the United Kingdom. They contained no full-time intelligence positions below
the level of VIII Bomber and Fighter Commands. Consequently, in March 1942
Eaker followed up a personal letter to Maj. Gen. Carl “Tooey” Spaatz,
Commanding General, Eighth Air Force, still in the United States, with a
message requesting fifty intelligence officers “as soon as possible.” So great
was the need that Eaker suggested commissioning selected individuals directly
from civilian life and sending them overseas.*? Several of these individuals were
personally selected either by Major Hull or by highly placed Air Staff officers
and were “taught how to salute and put on to a plane.”® More formally, fifty
new officers went directly to the United Kingdom from Officer Training
School. Nine graduates of the Harrisburg Intelligence School and one
experienced Air Staff officer also arrived in the fall.* In spite of this influx,
Eightl;5 Air Force requested an additional ninety intelligence officers in April
1943.
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As American intelligence personnel arrived in the United Kingdom, some
took positions with either the RAF or Air Ministry intelligence organizations;
others attended training programs within British units.®® RAF officers joined
A-2 sections within HQ Eighth Air Force and VIII Bomber and Fighter
Commands. The original intent of this exchange had been to allow the
newcomers to learn British procedures, but it quickly developed into a true
combined (allied) arrangement. So effectively did this integration evolve that,
according to the official British history of wartime intelligence, several sections
within the Air Ministry’s Air Intelligence, including groups responsible for OB,
operational intelligence, and tactical and technical intelligence, were “virtually
Anglo-American organizations.”®’

Nor was this integration confined to staff levels. Recognizing the
elaborateness of signals intelligence and the sophistication the British had
already achieved, Eighth Air Force did not establish an equivalent to their ally’s
radio intercept branch, the famous Y-Service, butitreceived signalsintelligence
from that organization.** Similarly, rather than build a photointerpretation
capability from scratch, American officers and enlisted men were assigned to
the existing British organization at Medmenham, the CIU. In fact, as early as
June 1941, before the United States had entered the war, Americans had begun
photointerpretation training with the British, with eleven officers completing the
course by October of that year.* By June 1943, thirty personnel from the AAF
would be at Medmenham as well as thirty from the U.S. Army and eleven from
the U.S. Navy.”

American airmen had already recognized the value of aerial photography
through their observations of British air operations. Although they had largely
ignored aerial photography in the 1930s, when it had threatened to divert
aviation resources to civilian mapping projects, they knew, in the words of a
member of the original Eighth Air Force contingent, that photoreconnaissance
and interpretation were “essential to the preparation of target material and for
briefing combat crews; the maintenance of systematic checks on enemy airfield
activity, shipping and troop movements; the acquisition of information on
enemy aircraft production; the location of enemy ground defense installations;
and for the assessment of damage from Allied bombing of enemy targets.”"
While Eighth Air Force eventually established its own photoreconnaissance
units, the war in North Africa siphoned away two of them before they could
begin operations from the United Kingdom. Until March 1943, the Eighth
depended on RAF support; as of the end of that month, RAF photorecce aircraft
had flown 117 sorties specifically for Eighth Air Force requirements.”> Even
after American photographic flying units became established, all photographic
interpretation in the United Kingdom remained the province of CIU (eventually
redesignated the Allied CIU).

*See Chapter 2 for discussion of the organization of signals intelligence.
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The exception to the integration of Anglo-American intelligence involved
the handling of ULTRA. Until May 1943, the interception, translation, evalua-
tion, and dissemination of ULTRA remained solely a British responsibility, and
at that, it occurred only in England and North Africa. Even at American
headquarters such as WIDE WING (Eighth Air Force) and PINE TREE (VIII
Bomber Command), British-manned special liaison units controlled ULTRA
material. Knowledge that ULTRA even existed was limited to a mere handful of
individuals consisting of senior commanders and key staff officers.*

While Eighth Air Force and the RAF worked closely in the acquisition and
evaluation of intelligence, differences in operational objectives and methods
precluded the mere imitation of British information, analysis, procedures, or
organizations. These differences, the requirements which arose from them, and
the responses by American commanders and their staffs reflected the intimate
relationship among strategic objectives, intelligence, and operational planning
and execution.

As originally configured, the office of the Eighth Air Force A-2 was an
umbrella agency whose responsibilities included intelligence about enemy OB,
capabilities, and potential targets. To eliminate an overlap in the targeting
process between A-2 and A-5 (the Assistant Chief of Staff for Plans), in
December 1942, Lt. Col. Richard Hughes and his Target Branch were moved
from A-2 to A-5.” With this reorganization, Eighth Air Force A-2 retained two
primary responsibilities. The first was to keep the commanding general and
operations officer up to date through the collection and collation of intelligence
regarding the enemy. This included OB and technical data on enemy aircraft,
matériel, tactics, and vulnerabilities. The A-2 evaluated this intelligence to
assess its accuracy and significance in explaining enemy capabilities and the
relative importance of enemy activities and objectives.

A-2’s second principal task was to disseminate appropriate intelligence
material throughout the staff and to higher, adjacent, and lower air units through
estimates of the situation, map updates, periodic and special intelligence reports,
and regular intelligence summaries. A-2 also prepared and distributed maps,
aircraft and ship recognition material, and weather data.** Sources for this
information included the British Army, Royal Navy, and Air Ministry
Intelligence and various War Department agencies in Washington, the OSS,
Office of Naval Intelligence, G-2 of the U.S. Army’s European Theater of
Operations, intelligence agencies of other Allied nations (including the Free
French and the Polish government-in-exile), photointerpretation reports, POW
interrogation reports, and combat crew observations.” In the fall of 1942,

*Chapter 2 contains a more detailed discussion of the organizational structures,
technical aspects, and handling of ULTRA penetration of German and later Japanese
cryptology, as well as the MAGIC intelligence derived from American intercepts of
Japanese high-level diplomatic codes.
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intelligence officers flew on both British and American bomber missions to
study better ways to identify targets and to determine what combat intelligence
aircrews needed to reach their targets and to return in the face of enemy
defenses.”® Their experiences contributed to the development of operationally
oriented maps and charts, and modifications to mission briefings and debrief-
ings.

One area in which British experience and support proved inadequate was
that of mapping. The reason for this gap lay in fundamental differences in
doctrine for the employment of strategic air power.”” Because RAF Bomber
Command operated at night against area targets, detailed maps of flight routes
and target areas and accurate photographs of targets were unnecessary. The
daylight, precision bombing that lay at the heart of American strategic air
doctrine required a much higher degree of exactness of position as well as a
detailed knowledge of the target and the approaches to it. Eighth Air Force
intelligence responded to these needs with a series of innovative measures in the
fall of 1942.

One of the most significant innovations was the development of perspective
target maps, called Geerlings maps, named for Captain Gerald K. Geerlings, the
skilled architect and draftsman turned intelligence officer who devised them.
Early missions had demonstrated that standard flat maps offering only a
straight-down view did not provide the ever-changing perspective aircrews
experienced as they approached the target. Existing maps and photographs
tended to be so cluttered with detail as to mask critical landmarks that might
provide the proper sense of position in the midst of an ongoing air battle. As
described in the Eighth Air Force history,

The perspective target map is printed in four colors on a sheet 32” square.
In the center there is a circular map of the target area including only such
details and features as can be recognized from the air, covering a radius of
seven miles around the target itself, with a scale just under one inch to the
mile. The center map is surrounded by perspective drawings of the target
area as seen from six different approaches. Two drawings are devoted to
each approach. The outer drawing which is intended for the navigator
shows the target as it appears from a distance of 15 miles at an altitude of
26,000 feet. The inner drawing, for the bombardier, shows the target in
largtzr8 scale as it appears from seven miles and at an altitude of 26,000
feet.

Printed so they could be folded and taken in the air, Geerlings maps greatly
improved situation awareness and bombing accuracy. In the spirit of Anglo-
American cooperation, both American and British draftsmen helped prepare
these maps, which eventually covered all priority targets. The British Army
Ordnance center did the printing and made distribution to all VIII Bomber
Command and RAF stations.”

Complementing the Geerlings maps were landfall identification maps, also
developed by Eighth Air Force A-2. By providing aviators an accurate
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perspective of where they reached the coast as they turned east from the North
Seatoward the continent, these maps significantly reduced the tendency to stray
far from the intended route due to weather, enemy action, or simply inexperi-
ence in navigation. As German defenses became more complex in response to
the bombing campaign, Eighth’s A-2 worked closely with other agencies,
including the British War Office’s Anti—Aircraft Artillery Department, to
produce flak maps.* These maps provided the known locations of AA artillery
batteries, searchlights, balloons, smoke screens, decoys, and search and control
radars.'®

So valuable were these products, especially the perspective target and
landfall identification maps, that General Arnold not only congratulated the
Eighth, but asked Eaker’s opinion on the feasibility of London or Washington’s
preparing similar maps for other theaters, where units could then impose the
most current local data. A draft response prepared for the commanding general
suggested theater differences were such that it was neither feasible nor desirable
to undertake such a project. It was, in fact, never done, but airmen elsewhere
made similar devices, particularly in the CBI region.'"

Another critical area in which differences in American and British
operational procedures directly affected intelligence requirements lay in the
realm of target development and analysis of specific target data. Here also the
contrasting strategies of night area bombing and daylight precision bombing
necessitated the development of American air intelligence and planning
capabilities oriented differently from those of the British. Because the British
emphasized night bombing of large industrial and urban areas as the means to
force a general collapse of the German economy and morale, the extensive
information compiled by the British Ministry of Economic Warfare (MEW) and
Air Ministry Air Intelligence tended to address the enemy’s economic and
industrial capabilities from a perspective devoid of technical detail.'”?

In contrast, American daylight precision bombing depended upon a
determination of the critical systems within the enemy’s industrial and military
structure, evaluation of specific targets within these broad categories, and the
ability to destroy these precise targets most effectively and efficiently. This
required detailed information and analyses not only pinpointing the critical
targets within broad industries but also addressing the vulnerabilities of specific
targets such that operational planners could focus on the most critical elements
of any given target.'®

After the December 1942 shift of Colonel Hughes and his target branch, the
Eighth’s Assistant Chief of Staff for Plans, A5, became a critical link between
intelligence and operations with primary responsibility for coordinating target
matters and operational planning with the British as well as within the Eighth

A separate air intelligence specialty, flak intelligence, dealt with mapping and
studying the layout of AA defenses.
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Air Force. His responsibilities included refining target priorities, target analysis
and tactical planning (including coordination of tactical planning with
operational capabilities and current intelligence), preparing target maps and
objective folders, coordinating with American and British economic warfare
units, and operational analysis.'® Because of the industrial-economic nature of
strategic air targets, the A-5 Target Section routinely dealt with the British
MEW, the U.S. Board of Economic Warfare (BEW), and the Research and
Analysis Branch of the American OSS, in addition to more conventional
military intelligence groups. The two economic warfare agencies had been
created by their respective governments to provide direction to possible
economic measures against the Axis powers. Each agency had an extensive staff
whose functions included monitoring and analyzing the enemy’s actual and
potential economic condition. The Research and Analysis Branch, OSS,
provided much the same function with somewhat more emphasis on the
implications for military operations.

Although the amount and accuracy of target information became increas-
ingly sophisticated as the air war developed, some early missions had the
advantage of extensive data. For VIII Bomber Command’s highly successful
raid on the Billancourt Renault military transport factory on April 7, 1943, the
MEW secured from Lloyd’s of London, who held the insurance policy on the
factory, “detailed plans . . . [including] every factory building, vehicle assembly
and engine shop, every forge, foundry, and paintshop.”'*

As early as July 1942, Hughes, at the time still working in Eighth Air Force
A-2, began to search for a way to obtain the specific data upon which to base
target recommendations and to plan attacks. The OSS Research and Analysis
Branch and the Economic Warfare Division of the BEW each agreed to provide
two or three individuals to staff a new organization, the EOU.'® Operating in
the American Embassy in London, administered by the BEW, and initially
composed of civilians (many of whom were commissioned shortly thereafter),
EOU worked directly for the Target Section of HQ Eighth Air Force, first in
A-2 and then in A-5.""

The EOU filled the gap between the policy of precision bombing and the
lack of precise data. To accomplish this task, Hughes directed EOU in
September to provide detailed analyses of designated targets. These studies
were to include the “importance of [a particular] plant within [an] industry,
functions of buildings, vulnerability of processes, probable rate of recovery after
successful attack, and the sections of the target which should constitute the
proper objective of attack.”’'® Out of this guidance evolved the aiming-point
reports, one of EOU’s principal contributions to the CBO. Beginning with ball
bearings, synthetic rubber, tires, and oil, the EOU broadened its scope in the
new year to include the aircraft industry against which Eighth Air Force would
expend so much effort in the next 18 months. As of May 1944, EOU personnel
they had produced 285 aiming-point reports.'® At war’s end, the Eighth Air
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Force history credited the EOU with “the minutely detailed research into the
operation, design and construction of every individual target which the Eighth
Air Force decided to destroy by bombing.”!'°

The basis for these reports included the full range of MEW and BEW data
as well as Eighth Air Force operations research studies on bomb loading and
fuzing. The members of EOU eventually gained complete access as well to Air
Ministry operational intelligence, including ground reports and photointerpreta-
tion reports. The comment in the unit’s own history that one of its members had
to use “ineffable tact” in acquiring information from “the somewhat reluctant
Air Ministry Intelligence” suggests, however, that such openness did not come
immediately.""! EOU personnel visited representative plants within the United
Kingdom, spoke with industrialists of appropriate industries, and attempted to
extrapolate lessons on target destruction from the results of earlier Luftwaffe
attacks.'’> The aiming-point reports provided an essential link between
intelligence and operations by offering a framework for organizing information
and a way to think about the precision bombardment of specific targets.'" More
specifically, the reports constituted much of the material that went into the
development of individual target folders, and they provided the information
upon which VIII Bomber Command selected not only precise aiming points for
bomb release, but also the types of bombs and fuzes for each target.''*

Feedback on the effects of an attack was as important as selecting the
proper target and the means by which to attack it. This broad issue of damage
assessment actually involved three related aspects: the extent of the physical
damage to the target, the effect of this destruction on that target’s output, and
the impact of this reduced production or repair capability on the total German
war effort. At the initiative of Colonel Hughes, now Eighth Air Force Assistant
Chief of Staff for Plans (A-5), one approach to this problem was the evolution
of yet another Anglo-American agency capable of supporting the intelligence
and analysis requirements of American bombing operations.'"®

The British Ministry of Home Security had formed the Research and
Experiment (R.E.) Department in 1940 to reduce the effects of the Luftwaffe’s
bombing on British industrial production by studying plant construction and
layout. In July 1942 a new section, R.E.8, had begun scientific analysis of the
vulnerability of German industrial targets and the impact of RAF Bomber
Command’s attacks. To meet the growing demands of an expanding war, in the
spring of 1943 R.E.8 became an Allied agency, with Americans incorporated
into it and EOU providing the link with Eighth Air Force and VIII Bomber
Command targeteers. By August 1943, fifteen Americans were assigned to
R.E.8.""¢ Relying primarily on aerial photography and interpretation, R.E.8
analyzed the number and distribution of bombs on the target; the damage to
structures, facilities, and production capabilities; the effectiveness of weapons
to determine suitability of specific bombs against particular types of targets; and
the probable recovery time and estimated production lost.'”” EQU took this
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analysis and, correlating it with economic data from such agencies as MEW and
BEW, attempted to determine the impact of the lost production or repair
capability on the German war effort.

Damage assessment was fundamental to the conduct of precision bombing
since it influenced decisions on which targets to strike, at what intervals, and
with what forces. The entire process was fraught with difficulty and uncertainty.
In the first place, it depended on prior intelligence about the nature and overall
condition of the German economy, which was itself incomplete and in some
fundamental ways inaccurate. It involved assumptions, derived from macroeco-
nomic analysis, about the relative importance of individual targets within broad
target categories. In a more technical sense, postattack analysis, often limited
to aerial photographs taken tens of thousands of feet above the target, had to
differentiate between the more apparent physical damage done to the structures
themselves and the real impact of such damage on the capabilities of the target
(i.e., production output and repair capability). Additionally, the amount of time
required for the enemy to repair any given facility was at best an educated
guess.

In time, ULTRA would contribute significantly to the Allied analytical
capability by supplementing photographic evidence, suggesting new perspec-
tives on such evidence, or offering information unobtainable from the air.
Although few of the photointerpreters at Medmenham were aware of it because
of the tight compartmentalization of ULTRA, data regularly flowed between the
code breakers and intelligence officers at BP and the CIU."** In early American
bombing operations, ULTRA did not contribute greatly to damage assessments
because the Germans sent most of the information necessary to evaluate the
effect of bombing by land lines and through civilian channels. Reports subject
to ULTRA interception were often based on first impressions, when the rubble
had not yet been cleared and actual damage not fully determined. Too,
individuals sending postattack reports had reasons for either exaggerating or
downplaying the extent of the damage.'"

Damage assessment became increasingly proficient over time. Interpreting
physical damage was always easier than extrapolating the impact of the damage
on the target’s output or the effect of that result on the enemy’s overall
industrial production, and thus military capability. Two examples from this
early period of operations illustrate the difficulties involved. On March 22,
1943, 73 B-17s of the 91st, 303d, and 305th Bomb Groups dropped 536 1,000-
pound bombs on the submarine construction yard at Vegesack. Eaker wrote
jubilantly to Arnold that RAF postattack evaluation had determined, in Eaker’s
words, “the Vegesack yard has been put out for a year by one raid of less than
100 heavy bombers.”'?® Supporting the RAF assessment was a Royal Naval
Intelligence Division (NID) report that noted severe damage to several
submarines as well. A follow-on NID evaluation the next month revealed that
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these earlier estimates had been too optimistic and that repairs to the yard had
progressed more rapidly than projected.'?!

A more tragic example of the difficulties in the collection and assessment
of air intelligence was the VIII Bomber Command strike against a Focke-Wulf
factory at Bremen on April 17, 1943. Motive for the attack was an assessment
that this facility was producing 80 FW 190s and 35 FW 135s a month,
supposedly 34 percent of Germany’s total Focke-Wulf output. The 107 B-17
attackers met the stiffest opposition to date; 159 men and 15 aircraft were lost,
twice the total of any previous day. Alleviating the pain of these losses was the
initial assessment that the force had destroyed or damaged half of the factory.'?
When the CIU studied poststrike photographs over a period of several weeks,
it became obvious the Germans had not taken steps to repair the supposedly
valuable plant. This warning flag led to an extensive analysis that provided,
according to the EOU history, “incontrovertible evidence” that the primary FW
190 production facility was at Marienburg, far to the east, and that whatever
capability had existed at Bremen had been moved several months before the
raid.'”

Eighth Air Force: Early Operations

What made the development of air intelligence organizations and capabilities
at once so demanding and so critical was the fact that it was occurring in the
midst of combat operations. As a result, the relationship between intelligence,
planning, and operations was reciprocal from the start. While intelligence
contributed to the planning and successful execution of air operations, the
demands of the air war affected the organization of intelligence, defined the
types of intelligence required, and shaped the manner in which it was employed.

In his instructions to the commanding general of Eighth Air Force,
European theater commander Maj. Gen. Dwight Eisenhower stated, “The
mission of the Eighth Air Force, in collaboration with the Royal Air Force, is
to initiate immediately the maximum degree of air operations with a view to
obtaining and maintaining domination of the air over Western France by 1 April
1943, and [to] be prepared to furnish the maximum support to the forward
movement of U.S. Ground Forces by late summer 1943.”'% Spaatz’s directive
to Ira Eaker was more comprehensive, and presumptuous: “The Eighth Air
Force bomber effort will be aimed at the destruction of the enemy’s will to fight
and to eliminate his means of continuing the struggle.”'*

Recognizing the requirement for a break-in period for the fledgling force,
in the summer of 1942 American and British air leaders identified an initial
group of twenty-nine targets in occupied territory. These were selected
primarily because they were “within short range and consistent with the
requirement of remoteness from built up areas and freedom from excessive
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flak.” They included aircraft repair facilities, airfields, marshaling yards,
shipyards, and power stations.'”® According to Eaker, targets for specific
missions would be chosen by a conference of British and American command-
ers and would depend on “the target’s relation to the conditions of the war and
the necessity of destroying them . . . {and]} on practicality of attacks as regards
defense, loss of bombers, operating radii of bombers and weather.”'?” Since
Eaker’s A-2 and A-5 had only begun the process of collating detailed target
information, it is not surprising that Eaker observed in his report that in these
early missions “the Bomber Commander picked the day’s targets based solely
on two considerations: first, the weather both in the United Kingdom and over
possible target areas, and secondly, the size of the force available.”'*

American air planners in the United Kingdom were not long in developing
more sophisticated criteria and looking at a broader range of targets. In mid-
August 1942, Col. Henry Berliner, Spaatz’s Chief of Plans, recommended that
the command’s general objective should be the German transportation system
in Europe, since the very extent of this system would ensure available targets
regardless of weather. More precise objectives should be fighter assembly
plants, the Ruhr power plants, and submarine installations.'? Both the plans and
intelligence staffs had already begun studies on German air bases and
production facilities in western Europe, and shortly EOU would turn to ball
bearings, oil, and rubber. To the dismay of all American airmen, effective
implementation of any offensive air plan was suddenly delayed by the decisions
to invade North Africa, i.e., Operation TORCH, and to attack German U-boat
bases with any means possible, including the use of strategic air forces.

The condition of American military forces in the late summer of 1942
meant that TORCH would dramatically affect Eighth Air Force’s organization
and operation. In addition to the reallocation of units already in the United
Kingdom, U.S.-based units earmarked for the Eighth were absorbed into a
newly created Twelfth Air Force. All elements of Eighth Air Force and
subordinate commands provided maximum support to Twelfth. Although this
would prove most burdensome on VIII Fighter and Support Commands, it
meant the loss of the only two experienced bomb groups.™ In addition to
planes, equipment, and time, the Eighth sacrificed people. Eighth Air Force
intelligence contributed its chief, Colonel McDonald, as well as officers and
airmen skilled in operations intelligence, war-room procedures, counterintelli-
gence, and photointerpretation. In the words of the command’s historian, these
losses left “gaps that could not easily be filled for some time to come.” The VIII
Bomber Command’s A-2 gave up key individuals and also organized an
intelligence school for 65 new officers assigned to Twelfth.”! In all, Twelfth
took 27,000 men and 1,072 aircraft, with the result that by December 1 the
Eighth had only 27,000 men and 248 heavy bombers and had flown only 23
missions in 3 1/2 months.'*?
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Even before the Northwest African invasion, but closely associated with it,
the Eighth attacked German submarine bases. The battle for the Atlantic had
been a seesaw struggle from the beginning of the war, a struggle that throughout
much of 1942 had gone against the Allies. The decision to launch TORCH only
increased the dire necessity to gain the upper hand. On October 13, 1942,
having just been appointed commander of the Allied invasion force, General
Eisenhower put into written form instructions he had discussed previously with
General Spaatz. Eisenhower’s directive admitted what Spaatz must have
expressed forcefully in previous discussions: “The German Air Force must be
constantly pounded [to gain air superiority].” Nevertheless, no other objective
“should rank above the effort to defeat the German submarine . . . [which] 1
consider . . . to be one of the two basic requirements to the winning of the war.”
Accordingly, Spaatz was to initiate “effective action against the submarine ports
in the Bay of Biscay.”'* Spaatz, in turn, directed VIII Bomber Command to
concentrate its efforts against the German submarine operating bases at Brest,
Saint Nazaire, Lorient, Bordeaux, and La Pallice."*

Eaker had already outlined what he called Plans for Anti-Submarine
Bombing and forwarded them to Spaatz in mid-October. “Without a basic force
of 10 heavy bomber groups,” he wrote, “it would not be possible to deny these
ports to the enemy.”'** His staff had made an extensive analysis of communica-
tions systems, shed construction, power units, living quarters and other auxiliary
functions which indicated that it would be possible to disrupt critical activities
at these bases to deny the enemy their effective use. According to this study,
since the heavily reinforced concrete pens could not be destroyed, attacks
should concentrate on vital work and support activities located outside the
shelters as well as the locks that controlled movement to and from the protected
pens.** The bomber commander admitted these operations had to be considered
an “experiment,” but, he stated, they were ones “we are anxious to under-
take.”"’

In undertaking this campaign, the Eighth’s planners relied heavily on their
Allies for intelligence. Specific target information came primarily from RAF
and Royal Navy photographs and photointerpretation reports as well as reports
from on the scene observers, including pictures smuggled out by the French
underground.'*® Operational intelligence personnel met with representatives of
the Interservice Topographical Section at Oxford for details on geographical
features and with Admiralty officials on building construction within the U-boat
bases, including the super-reinforced concrete shelters.”* American planners
also referred to several British studies. The first was a MEW report of July 21,
1942. Based on RAF experiences, this study focused primarily on submarine
construction yards and factories producing submarine component parts, neither
of which it considered particularly attractive targets. The report was similarly
discouraging with regard to U-boat operating bases in western Europe,
estimating that vital activities were or could be protected and that redundant
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systems would make permanent damage difficult. “When these factors are
considered in combination,” it concluded, “the prospects of causing major
disruptions to submarine operations by aerial bombardment of bases would not
seem to be especially good, though some harassing action is no doubt possible
and effective within limits.”**

Less than two weeks later, on the basis of a similar study of RAF operations
against submarine yards in 1941 and port-area attacks in 1942, Bomber
Operations, Air Ministry, concluded that even if successful, attacks on
construction facilities would take a minimum of nine months to affect the war
at sea because of the number of submarines already undergoing sea trials.
Expressing more hope than studied assessment, the Bomber Operations report
concluded, “It appears that by far the most profitable method of countering
submarines at the present is by harrying them at sea or attacking their operating
bases.”"!

By the end of November, after VIII Bomber Command had flown ten
missions against the Biscay targets, intelligence assessments remained mixed.
From the beginning, the Royal Navy had provided the thrust behind the
campaign. Thus, it was not surprising that an Admiralty Intelligence Board
report of November 20 referred to the “disorganization” that had resulted from
the eight attacks to that date, or that it concluded, “It seems probable that this
fine series of actions, if sustained, will have a considerable influence on the
enemy’s U-boat effort.”'** Several days later another naval intelligence report
reviewing the recent attacks on Lorient and Saint Nazaire, on November 22 and
23, respectively, concluded that they had been “important successes” and
predicted that “these ports will be completely dislocated in time provided that
the attacks can be kept up.”'*

Airmen, both British and American, were less positive. In January, Lt. Col.
Harris B. Hull, still VIII Bomber Command A-2 and himself a veteran of
missions over the submarine pens, was in Washington telling the Air Staff and
the Joint Staff, “These g—— d submarine pens are killing us.”'* The
obvious emphasis being placed on these five bases, in fact, had allowed the
Germans to concentrate dense and increasingly effective defenses. By the end
of 1942, VIII Bomber Command losses averaged about 8 percent per raid.'*’

Based on photointerpretation reports and other sources (including ULTRA),
British air intelligence offered a much more guarded assessment than the Royal
Navy of the impact of the ten raids conducted between November 7 and 23.
Five attacks on Saint Nazaire had resulted in delays and shifts in repair work.
The facilities appeared to be at full capacity by December 9, and there had been
“no noticeable reduction” in the number of operating U-boats. Pointing out the
difficulties of permanently closing ports, as evidenced by German failures
against Malta and the RAF’s own problems against Bengazi, the report stated
such operations could have a significant impact only if the attacks were far
heavier and “sustained over a long period” and if the number of U-boats sunk
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at sea increased. Until this last condition was met, the effort to strike either
construction yards or bases “will be quite disproportionate to the results.”'*

In response to a request from Arnold for an assessment of all aspects of
antisubmarine operations by air, in January 1943 Eighth Air Force’s A-5
produced the most extensive analysis to date. The report recommended against
attacks on component parts factories (because of locations and redundancies)
and construction yards (because of the lag in operational impact). Although
complete destruction was not possible, planners concluded that the five
operating bases “appear to be by far the most profitable targets.” By seriously
crippling “vulnerable points . . . continuous and frequent attacks on these bases”
could keep them “dislocated and greatly increase the turn-around time of the U-
boats,” which would decrease the number of boats operating at any given
time.'"

The report then analyzed the potential value of attacking submarines
transiting the Bay of Biscay and the demonstrated value of defensive and
offensive air patrols in support of convoys. It would be impossible, the planners
concluded, to destroy the U-boat threat in the next twelve months regardless of
the method of air operations. Therefore, the problem was one of keeping losses
to an acceptable level. “The problem . . . becomes one of control.” For this,
primary emphasis should be on “convoy air protection, supplemented by air
attacks on submarines in transit and regular air attacks on the operating bases.”
Sorties of 50 bombers per week against each operating base, a total weekly

Col. Harris B. Hull
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effort of 250 sorties, would be “ample to secure a very material decrease in the
operating efficiency of these installations within a reasonable time.”'**

Whether this assessment reflected the views of senior commanders is an
interesting question. According to several individuals working with him, Spaatz
was “absolutely livid” over the diversion of resources to this mission.'* In a
long letter on the subject to Edward Mason of the OSS, Chandler Morse, head
of the EOU in London, observed, “The 8th Air Force is extremely unhappy over
its directive to attack submarines . . . ” since, despite heavy losses and diversion
from its primary mission against targets in Germany, the campaign did not
appear to be having any effect. Referring specifically to the January 16 report
to Arnold, Morse offered his opinion that this memo “tends to make attacks on
bases appear to be more successful than the officers at WIDE WING [HQ Eighth
Air Force] really believe they are.”'*® At the same time, however, Eaker was
writing to Arnold that he believed the campaign “has had a material effect” on
the reduction in shipping losses."”’

By the middle of January, then, assessments of the value of heavy-bomber
attacks on the Biscay operating bases varied widely. The only near consensus
was that construction yards were not worthwhile targets, at least in the short run
(less than a year). Nevertheless, in the Casablanca Directive of January 21,
1943, the Anglo-American CCS made submarine construction yards the first
priority for the Allied bomber offensive. Although not specifically listed, the
chiefs clearly considered the operating bases in France within the category of
targets that merited concentrated efforts because of “great importance either
from the political or military” point of view.'* The RAF’s ACAS, Operations
urged Eighth Air Force to focus future attacks on Biscay bases when weather
prevented attacks on submarine construction yards in northern Germany.'> In
all, submarine facilities were the target for 63 percent of the total tonnage that
VIII Bomber Command dropped in the first quarter of 1943 and 52 percent of
the total expended during the second quarter.**

In the six months after the Casablanca conference in January 1943, the
Allies gained the upper hand in the Atlantic. A variety of measures contributed
to what proved the decisive swing in a pendulum that had moved back and forth
for several years. The breaking of the German Navy’s Enigma code, the
introduction of improved tactics and technical equipment (including extensive
defensive and offensive air patrols), and the sheer expansion of resources led to
a dramatic reduction in shipping losses by the late spring of 1943. Evidence on
the impact of air strikes against U-boat bases in France remained inconclusive,
but at best they slowed down the turnaround times of operating boats and, to
that extent, had some effect on the trend of events. German records indicate the
attacks on the construction yards by either VIII or RAF Bomber Commands
only negligibly affected the production of U-boats.'*

The Allied air campaign against German U-boats illustrates several points
about air intelligence. In the first, basic policy decisions, especially with regard
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to construction yards, were not taken primarily on intelligence assessments. The
seriousness of the crisis, perhaps the most serious of the war for the western
Allies, provided the justification for these diversions. Assessments made before
and after the attacks demonstrated the uncertain nature of intelligence and the
problems of evaluating what one sees, let alone of projecting what might
happen. Clearly, there was no consensus on the impact, actual or potential, of
these attacks. In no small way, this was a problem that affected strategic air
operations throughout the war: inherent difficulties involved not only assessing
physical damage but also interpreting the impact this damage had on the
capability of the target. Finally, the submarine campaign, especially during its
early months, proved once again that intelligence, even when correct, could not
fully compensate for the lack of adequate operational capability. All of the
studies suggested that the level of air attacks needed was simply impossible
with the resources available to VIII Bomber Command.

Countering the German Air Force

While U-boats remained the top air priority for the Combined Chiefs until the
spring of 1943, they never had that status for American airmen, either in
Washington or in England. For Americans, the objective of strategic air power
was to destroy German industrial and military capability through daylight, high-
altitude, precision attacks on the German homeland. Since the chief obstacle to
accomplishing this objective was the GAF, it stood at the top of every AAF
target priority list.* According to the Director of Intelligence, USSTAF, “it was
always the first duty of Air Intelligence to know accurately the strength,
disposition and capabilities of the G.A.F.”'* Reflecting this importance, Eighth
Air Force intelligence (later USSTAF) published a weekly special report
focused solely on Axis air forces. As they set out to prove their doctrine of
strategic air power, American airmen seriously misjudged the capabilities and
potential strength of their opponents.

In an August 1942 report to General Spaatz summarizing the first four
B-17 missions—all shallow penetrations into France—FEaker confidently
asserted, “I am now thoroughly convinced . . . successful bombing operations
can be conducted beyond the range of fighter protection.”'>” Four months later,
Eaker, now Commanding General, Eighth Air Force, forwarded to Arnold a
study on the GAF compiled by his intelligence section. This-report, he declared,
“shows . . . quite clearly, that this all-conquering, all-powerful monster, the
G.AF,, has passed its peak and is now on the way downhill.” Responding to
Arnold’s concern that the Germans might mass 1,200 aircraft in North Africa

*Although Luftwaffe was the official name for the German Air Force during the
war, Allied documents generally referred to it by the acronym “GAF” or “G.A.F.”

146



Building an Air Intelligence Organization

and simply overwhelm Allied air forces there, Eaker added, “there is no
probability of that. . . . The simple truth of the matter is that we now have the
German Air Force licked.”'*® Beyond the naturally positive attitude characteris-
tic of most commanders, Eaker and his subordinates based such assertions upon
a series of intelligence estimates, not all of them of impeccable origin.

The EOU history is probably correct that “in the course of the war, no
aspect of intelligence received wider, more continuous, and more devoted
attention than the German Air Force.”'* But the winter of 1942—-1943 was only
a midway point in the evolution of air intelligence. In these early months of
operations, the Americans depended on a British air intelligence structure that
was still refining its capabilities. Before the outbreak of war in 1939, Hitler had
convinced the democracies that the Luftwaffe was much larger in number and
capability than was actually the case. Early in 1942, when British air intelli-
gence determined that the 1940-1941 estimates had badly overstated German
aircraft production, British intelligence officers established new methods of
analysis. Then the pendulum actually swung the other way, and from the spring
of 1942 until early 1943, GAF fighter production was underestimated.'®

Contributing to this tendency to underestimate was the flawed assumption
that the German economy had been operating at full capacity from the outset of
the war. Not until 1943 did the MEW shift from its long-held position that the
German armaments industry was already in decline.’® It would also be mid-
1943 before the Allies discovered the reorganization of the German aircraft
industry that Albert Speer and Erhard Milch had undertaken in 1942. Com-
pounding the difficulties of assessing the potential strength of the Luftwaffe was
the division of responsibilities within the British intelligence community. The
MEW was responsible for estimates on the capacity of the German aircraft
industry while the Air Ministry Air Intelligence evaluated the actual output and
the operational state of the GAF (including OB, disposition, and wastage).'®

ULTRA could prove a comprehensive source of accurate intelligence on the
GAF, but it was of limited value through 1942. Because of the location of
enemy fighter units and the level of air activity, most message traffic went by
land lines rather than airwaves as it did in other theaters.'® British intelligence
followed the movement of Luftwaffe units from other theaters into western
Europe. Once they were in position, the amount of strategic information
dropped considerably. Only in the summer of 1943, when the collection and
evaluation of all signals intelligence permitted radiotelegraph (R/T) intercepts
to be correlated with ULTRA messages, were intelligence officers able to
produce consistently reliable results.'®*

Until then, the low estimates of GAF strength produced in the fall of 1942
and in early 1943 seemingly were supported by several sources. As early as the
spring of 1942, ULTRA had revealed a growing manpower shortage in the GAF.
In the fall of 1942, ULTRA and other sources accurately assessed a decline in
German single-engine fighters on the western front as Berlin shifted resources
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to the Mediterranean and Soviet Union. Having risen from just under 300
fighters in early 1942 to more than 500 by fall, the Luftwaffe ended the year
with 435 fighter aircraft in the west.'®®

Another reason for the optimism that characterized early Eighth Air Force
operations was the exaggerated claims of enemy aircraft shot down during
bomber missions. Air-to-air combat between multiengine bombers and swarms
of fighters was a new phenomenon. The British had only limited experience
with it before they turned to night operations. The Americans had little to refer
to when they established procedures to review, record, and report the results of
these air battles. It was impossible to reconstruct completely events that
occurred in the swirling melee of aerial combat with numerous gunners firing
at fast-moving, dangerous fighters. By any standards, the figures from the early
missions should have raised eyebrows. Even Carl Spaatz, less inclined to false
optimism than many, wrote to his former A-5, Colonel Berliner, that American
air forces in Europe had destroyed 1,200 German aircraft by March 1943.'%

In December, Hap Arnold suggested that Eaker take a closer look at the
numbers and methods for recording claims, reminding the latter there was “too
much at stake” to be inaccurate.'s’ The increase in intelligence officers qualified
to debrief returning aircrews, the greater experience of the crews themselves,
and the implementation of stricter parameters for determining verified fighter
kills reduced the discrepancies between claims and actual losses, but the latter
remained well below the former. Eaker, fully aware of the confusion of combat
and also the importance of morale among the men he had to send day after day
into those air battles, never seemed as concerned with this issue as others did.'®®
In a letter to General Stratemeyer, then Chief of Air Staff, on the latest criteria
for kills, he could relate the tongue-in-cheek story of the gunner who refused to
claim a German fighter which exploded in front of his gunsights because “I
didn’t see the s.o.b. hit the ground.”'® With better ULTRA information, the
importance of aircrew claims would become less significant in an intelligence
sense. The importance of morale would not.

The early miscalculations of the GAF and aircraft industry, and their
significance, would not become obvious until the summer and fall of 1943.
From the beginning, these errors influenced the way in which the AAF sought
to achieve its objectives in Europe. In December 1942, Arnold wrote to Spaatz
that evidence of a decline in the GAF indicated “the necessity of forcing
Germany if it is possible into an air war of extermination.”'™ Senior intelligence
officers in the theater contributed to this focus on “extermination.” In a special
report on German and Italian air OBs, Colonel McDonald, still Eighth AirForce
A-2, noted it was becoming increasingly evident that the GAF was conserving
fighters while it built up its strength. “The above confirms,” he concluded, “that
our policy during the winter months should more and more be directed to force
the enemy into combat in order to continue our policy of attrition of the
GAFE"

148



Building an Air Intelligence Organization

In these statements lies the resolution of the apparent discrepancy between
assertions that the GAF was “on the way downhill” and constant emphasis on
German air power as the first target for strategic air operations. In the fall of
1942, American airmen sought to ensure that the GAF remained in decline. If
allowed to recuperate from the blows Americans thought they were inflicting,
the Luftwaffe might become a formidable opponent. By the spring of 1943
Allied intelligence had begun to detect the rise in actual fighter strength in
western Europe and to glimpse the increases in single-engine fighter production.
In January they received agent reports of a meeting of fighter group command-
ers that clearly indicated an expansion of the German fighter force. These
reports also provided the first indication of the development of the Me 262, Me
163, He 280, and the 30mm cannon.'”” In March, ULTRA revealed fighter units
moving to the west from Russia; the next month came information of similar
moves from the Mediterranean.'”

Precise figures were not necessary to realize that Eighth Air Force’s
daylightbombing offensive had captured Germany’s attention. Casualty figures
from each mission provided a clear enough indication. The result was not only
continued emphasis on the GAF but a realization that extermination through
aerial combat would not suffice. From this realization would come a renewed
emphasis on attacking single-engine fighter production. Even with this new
awareness, intelligence estimates continued to lag behind German production
and disposition. While Allied estimates for the first half of 1943 stood at 595
units per month, German factories were producing an average of 753. This
disparity increased throughout the year. Thus, when intelligence projected a
German monthly production of single-engine fighters in the second half of 1943
at 645, the enemy actually produced 851, over 200 more than the estimate.'”

How an earlier understanding of the real production capabilities of the
German aircraft industry and a more realistic appraisal of enemy losses in the
daylight bombing campaign would have influenced that campaign is a moot
point. American air leaders were committed to a daylight, precision bombing
campaign, and it is unlikely they would have flinched even had they had a more
accurate picture. Such insight would almost certainly have prompted an even
stronger focus on the aircraft industry and a livelier appreciation of the need to
revisit supposedly destroyed factories more frequently.'” It might have hastened
the development of a long-range escort fighter. A more difficult question is
whether political and military leaders other than airmen would have supported
the strategic air offensive had they known what it would entail. Given the
continued opposition to strategic air operations within the U.S. Army and Navy,
it is conceivable that more accurate air intelligence would have resulted in less
extensive air operations.
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Intelligence Implications for the Strategic Air
Campaign in Europe

According to AWPD-1, American air power in the European Theater would
“wage a sustained air offensive against German military power, supplemented
by air offensives against other regions under enemy control which contribute
toward that power.”'’® Whether that objective still obtained in the summer of
1942 was open to debate, for harsh reality had replaced theoretical assumptions.
The United States was not only at war, but the early months of that war had
gone quite differently than had been anticipated, with the Axis powers
seemingly dominant in every theater. In the midst of these military, political,
and economic pressures, the AAF had to rearticulate the role of air power and
identify the resources necessary for this role.

In August 1942, President Roosevelt requested the AAF, through General
George C. Marshall, Army Chief of Staff, to advise him of the total number and
types of combat aircraft required to gain “complete air ascendancy over the
enemy.” These calculations would be part of a larger reassessment of “the
proper relationship of air power to the Navy and our ground forces.”'”’
Accordingly, Marshall and Arnold directed Brig. Gen. Haywood S. Hansell, a
principal in the drafting of AWPD-1, to return from England “within 48 hours”
to determine the “objectives[,] the destruction of which will guarantee air
ascendancy over [the] enemy.”'” Hansell, accompanied by Major Hull (VIII
Bomber Command A-2), Lt. Col. Richard Hughes (Eighth Air Force Assistant
A-2), and RAF Group Captain A. C. Sharp (RAF liaison with HQ Eighth Air
Force), landed in the United States in late August, and in eleven days they
hammered out what became AWPD-42.'"

AWPD-42 was, like its predecessor, primarily a requirements document
intended to determine the aircraft, manpower, and matériel needed to defeat the
Axis. Its planners identified a total of 177 targets in Europe that, if attacked with
a fully mature force in 66,045 bomber sorties over a six-month period, would
produce destruction of the GAF, depletion of the German submarine force, and
disruption of the German war economy. Where AWPD-1 had suggested that
strategic air operations might themselves bring about Germany’s collapse,
AWPD-42 accepted the air offensive as a prelude to an ultimate ground assault
that could come only after the enemy had been sufficiently weakened through
air bombardment. Accordingly, American strategic air forces were to concen-
trate on the “systematic destruction of selected vital elements of the German
military and industrial machine through precision bombing in daylight,” while
the RAF continued its “mass air attacks of industrial areas at night. . . .”'*

In addition to conceding an eventual amphibious assault on Fortress
Europe, AWPD—42 differed somewhat from the earlier plan in its selection of
vital elements of the German war effort. According to AWPD-1, the priority
assigned targets in Europe was the GAF, the electric power system, transporta-
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tion systems (rail, road, water), refineries and synthetic oil plants, and, more
generally, the morale of the German people. AWPD—42 identified as “overrid-
ing intermediate objectives” aircraft assembly plants and engine factories,
followed by submarine construction yards, transportation, electric power, oil,
aluminum, and synthetic rubber, collectively grouped as primary targets. A brief
comparison of the two lists confirms that, with the exception of the submarine
yards, the changes were not significant. The flip-flopping of electric power and
transportation merely reversed their previous order, and oil retained its position
relative to both. In AWPD-1, aluminum had appeared as a subset of targets
selected to “neutralize” the Luftwaffe. In the new plan aluminum was now one
of “three of the major commodities required by Germany in the prosecution of
her war effort.” The addition of synthetic rubber reflected current thinking in the
British MEW that this was a bottleneck industry. With the RAF now concentrat-
ing on German morale, that target priority disappeared from AWPD—42.'"!

The most significant difference between the two plans—the inclusion in
AWPD-42 of submarine construction yards—reflected broad strategic
considerations rather than intelligence analyses. The major air intelligence
studies available at the time had stressed both the difficulty of permanently
damaging submarine yards and the nine- to twelve-month period that would
elapse before such attacks would impact significantly on the battle in the
Atlantic."® According to Hansell, inclusion of the U-boat yards was “testimony
to the terrible toll of Allied shipping by German submarines in 1942. It also
recognized the concern, interest, and power of the naval leaders whose authority
would influence the adoption of the plan by the Joint Chiefs.”'® In view of the
opposition of senior air leaders to the diversion of heavy bombers to the
antisubmarine campaign, it is fair to suggest the yards’ inclusion as priority
targets stemmed from an awareness that any plan that did not include them was
doomed from the start.

The operational assumptions that underlay AWPD-42 reflected the still
incomplete intelligence available to air planners as well as their still limited
base of experience. The prevailing interpretation of the German economy as
already strained to the breaking point and incapable of further expansion—and
the inability to foresee the steps a nation engaged in a total war might take to
continue that struggle—is at least implicit throughout. In addressing transporta-
tion, for example, the planners concluded this “vital link” was “at present taxed
to its maximum capacity.”'® Within six months, several more complete
analyses of the German rail system would indicate that some 30 percent of the
traffic it carried was “not essential” to the war effort.'* Both the operational
assumptions and their strategic conclusions were predicated, moreover, on a
schedule of force development and operations that did not occur. Despite the
efforts of Hansell and others, AWPD-42 failed to resolve the issue of what
strategic air power could and should do in the fight against the Axis powers.
Within the new organizations supporting the JCS, the other services questioned
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both the data and the assumptions upon which airmen based strategic bombing
plans, and AWPD—42 never became a joint document.'*

To counter skepticism expressed in the several joint committees and to
prevent it from reaching higher, General Fairchild suggested to General Arnold
the creation of a group that, through detailed, quantitative analysis of the most
current and comprehensive intelligence available, would provide convincing
rationale for the selection of strategic air targets.'® On December 9, 1942,
Arnold directed Col. Byron E. Gates, Director of Management Control, HQ
AAF, to convene a board of select individuals for the purpose of “analyzing the
rate of progressive deterioration” that sustained offensive air operations might
impose upon the German war effort. Specifically, the group was to provide him
with an estimate “as to the date when this deterioration will have progressed to
a point to permit a successful invasion of Western Europe.”'®® Thus was born
the Advisory Committee on Bombardment, later renamed the COA.

To many, including Hansell (now back in England), Arnold’s decision to
make management control rather than A-2 or A-5 responsible for this task
came “to the surprise and dismay of all concerned, including Fairchild.”"*
Apparently, however, Fairchild not only conceived the committee, but he
influenced its position within the Air Staff. According to Col. Guido Perera,
Gates’s executive officer, Fairchild had first raised the subject in Gates’s office
informally on December 3, 1942." Logical reasons existed for such an
arrangement. The military had recently become aware of the new technique of
operations research, and the assignment of several analysts to the Office of
Management Control provided personnel with some of the skills the study
would require. The inclusion of civilians was in line with the prevailing idea
that military officers had neither the training nor the time to devote to such
economic analysis.'! Also, some indication exists that Fairchild had not been
impressed with the quality of the intelligence papers submitted to the JIC."> He
and Arnold may have believed the establishment of a group outside the normal
intelligence and plans organizations, especially one including prominent
civilians, would carry greater weight with the other services and with political
leaders such as the Secretary of War and the President.

Regardless of the motives, Gates and Perera, who would play key roles, set
to their task with a will. Even before receiving Arnold’s official directive, they
had contacted Elihu Root, Jr., a respected and well-placed New York lawyer,
to ask his participation. Learning that Colonel Moss of the HQ AAF A-2 staff
had already been discussing targeting with Dr. Edward Mead Earle, a military
historian at Princeton University, they invited Earle to sit on the committee,'”
In addition to Earle and Root, the civilian members were Fowler Hamilton,
chief of the BEW; Edward S. Mason, head of the OSS Research and Analysis
section; and Thomas W. Lamont, an influential member of New York’s banking
community. Joining Gates and Perera as military representatives were Colonel
Sorenson, AC/AS, Intelligence; Colonel Moss, chief of the Targets Information
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section of HQ AAF A-2; Lt. Col. Thomas G. Lanphier of the Air Unitin G-2’s
MID; and Maj. W. Barton Leach, a lawyer serving as an operations analyst
under Gates."

The committee cast a broad net in its search for information. Within two
weeks, its members had divided potential enemy target systems into three
priorities according to their importance to the German war effort, their
vulnerability, and the timeliness of impact, and it formed subcommittees to
work on detailed studies of the German aircraft, oil, transportation, electric
power, coke, and rubber industries, as well as on an overall interpretation of the
western Axis economy. Eventually, committee members would address
nineteen German industries. In addition, a force requirements subcommittee was
to evaluate the resources necessary to achieve the destruction of whichever
targets the committee recommended.

In areas in which HQ AAF A-2 had already done considerable work, most
notably in electric power, oil, transportation, and rubber, the committee drew
heavily upon these sources. Other agencies and organizations that provided
material included the BEW, the Ammy’s G-2, the OSS, the Departments of
Commerce and State, the American Institute of Mining and Metallurgical
Engineers, and the Administrator of Export Control. Reports from the MEW
and the Air Ministry, already being sent to the British Embassy in Washington,
were made available to the subcommittees. In addition to already completed
studies and collected materials, the subcommittees called upon industrialists,
economists, and financiers from America and abroad with expertise in key
industries. In several instances, these men had actually operated factories in the
targeted industries in Europe and Africa.'” For example, information on the
ball-bearing factories at Schweinfurt came from individuals who had worked for
SKF, the Swedish firm that had owned these plants prior to their takeover by the
German government.'*

To acquire additional data and gain an operational perspective, Perera,
Leach, Hamilton, and Root flew to England in late January 1943. They were
greeted with frosty suspicion and concerns that their task involved potential
security breaches, duplication of effort, and would impose an undue burden on
the British, with whom Eighth Air Force had established close ties. American
planners and intelligence officers in the United Kingdom also feared Washing-
ton was trying to assume a function—the collection and assessment of
intelligence—which was better performed in the United Kingdom. It appeared
that this group, especially through the force requirements subcommittee, was
attempting to make operational judgments that were the prerogative of operators
and planners.'”” To resolve some of the apprehensions, committee representa-
tives agreed that their final report would not address specific force requirements
or “operational factors which were particularly in the province of the Eighth Air
Force. ...
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The visitors received full access to Eighth Air Force data and could talk
directly and frankly with British officials. The history of the COA implies that
these meetings eventually achieved agreement on both the principal targets and
the priority assigned to them. All agreed “for security reasons” that the list as
finally presented to General Amold would not be in priority order. This
statement was simply a way of agreeing to disagree, since Eighth Air Force and
the COA could not reach any consensus on target priorities. It was common
knowledge at the time that the list reflected the committee’s order of priority.'*

The committee submitted its report to the commanding general on March
8, 1943. In the jointly signed memorandum that accompanied it, committee
members admitted that the limited combat experience of Eighth Air Force and
the uncertainty of future resource allocations precluded an answer to Arnold’s
question as to the date by which air bombardment would permit a successful
invasion. They stressed the importance of attacking with “relentless determina-
tion” a few “really essential industries or Services” rather than trying to cover
everything, and they reviewed the criteria upon which the committee members
had based their target recommendations: indispensability of a system to the
enemy’s war effort; current production, capacity to increase production, and
stocks on hand; requirements for the specific product for various degrees of
military activity; number, distribution, and vulnerability of vital installations;
recuperative possibilities of the industry; and time lag between destruction of
installations and desired impact on the enemy’s military efforts. The memoran-
dum stressed the need for a closely coordinated British and American target
selection process, and it emphasized the latitude required “with respect to
operational factors such as weather, diversion of attention, and concealment of
bombing design.” Accordingly, the selection of specific targets should “be left
to the responsible authorities in England, subject only to such directives as may
be called for by broad strategic considerations.”*®

The report itself consisted of a general discussion of the identified nineteen
systems, an explanation of the process of evaluation and selection, and
summaries of the subcommittee reports. The emphasis on careful selection of
a few systems and the comments that accompanied each target system indicate
that the following was the committee’s priority, ranked from highest to lowest:
single-engine fighter aircraft, ball bearings, petroleum products, grinding
wheels and abrasives, nonferrous metals, synthetic rubber and rubber tires,
submarine construction plants and bases, military transport vehicles, transporta-
tion, coking plants, iron and steel, machine tools, electric power, electrical
equipment, optical precision instruments, chemicals, food, nitrogen, and AA
and antitank artillery.

A comparison of the COA report and AWPD—42 completed only six
months earlier reveals significant differences. Most notably, the committee put
ball bearings in second priority, while it downgraded submarine yards and bases
to seventh position, and transportation and electric power to ninth and thirteenth
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places respectively. Of greatest interest was the removal of transportation and
electric power from the COA’s top group. Both targets had been prominently
identified in AWPD-1 and AWPD—42, and postwar analysis showed them to
have been potential bottleneck systems. In his response to Arnold’s request for
an assessment of the report, Spaatz reiterated his long-standing conviction that
the German transportation system should be the single, most important target
after the GAF.?®! After the war, General Hansell revealed he had had serious
reservations about the COA report in these areas, calling the failure to press for
attacks on electric power “a cardinal mistake.””” Despite the committee’s
promise not to dabble in matters more appropriately the concern of cperators,
the COA’s recommendations regarding electric power and transportation were
predicated on assumed operational capabilities rather than on the intrinsic value
of either system.

With regard to electric power, the committee agreed with AWPD-—42’s
assessment of Germany’s dependency on electric power. Its members observed,
however, “in almost no instance is any single industry dependent upon one
generating plant but rather upon a network which pools the greater part of the
electrical energy within an area.” From this they concluded that even within the
two most important industrial areas (Rhine-Ruhr and central Germany) too
many targets precluded bombing’s having a continuous impact. Similarly, while
admitting transportation was “a vital industry, serious disruption of which
would cause ultimate economic and military collapse,” the report concluded “at
no point did the transportation system appear to offer a field of objectives
within the scope of any projected operating air force.”?” Nor was the committee
alone in these assessments. In February 1943, the British MEW concluded both
systems were too widely dispersed to be effective targets.”™ In a special report
dated January 5, 1943, the American EOU noted, “Basic industries like steel,
power, and transport are not desirable targets because the available air strength
does not permit penetration through their very extensive protective zones.”*

One explanation for the differences between the recommendations of the
COA and AWPD-42 lies simply in the time each group had to complete its
task. In eleven days the AWPD-42 team could not undertake the detailed
studies upon which the COA’s report drew, few of which had even been
completed by August 1942. While Hansell and his colleagues had encompassed
the global struggle, the COA focused specifically on the strategic air war
against Germany. There were differences in approach as well. Committee
analysts believed they were to determine target systems that would allow an
invasion of western Europe in the shortest time. In at least two specific areas,
this framework definitely affected their conclusions. The committee relegated
transportation to a low priority on the basis that air bombardment would lack
decisive impact in 1943. According to the transportation subcommittee report,
ifinvasion were delayed into 1944, “the general attack [on transportation] might
offer real opportunities to achieve a state of imminent collapse within the Axis
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economy. . . .”?* The COA also accepted submarine yards as a suitable target
over the long haul, but it placed the yards in seventh position because it
believed an operational impact on the yards would require at least a year’s
worth of substantial attacks. In these areas, then, the COA report reflected the
demands of operations affecting intelligence assessments, rather than the other
way around.

Perhaps most important in assessing differences between AWPD—-42 and
the COA report was the inherent uncertainty of the whole intelligence process,
especially at the strategic level. Charles Webster and Noble Frankland, authors
of the official British history of the strategic air war against Germany,
underscored precisely this point in their own discussion of the committee’s
recommendations and its critics: “Those criticisms show how much of the
economic planning always depended on assumptions which could not be
verified in the circumstances of the time.”?”

Although the committee had been unable to provide Arnold the date by
which a strategic air campaign would make possible an invasion of Europe, it
nonetheless played an important role in the development of that campaign.
While the subcommittees had struggled to identify the proper objectives for air
operations against Germany, Allied military and political leaders meeting at
Casablanca in January had addressed the broader issue of the place of that
campaign within the Grand Alliance’s overall strategy. As a result of the
persuasive arguments of Ira Eaker, the conferees agreed that Eighth Air Force
should continue its daylight bombing program in conjunction with RAF night
operations. VIII Bomber Command would operate independently of, but in
close coordination with, RAF Bomber Command. The CCS would themselves
determine the overall priority of targets, with the RAF Chief of Staff acting as
their executive agent.

The combined policy paper that these decisions produced, the Casablanca
Directive, defined the objective of strategic air operations in Europe as “the
progressive destruction and dislocation of the German military, industrial, and
economic system, and the undermining of the morale of the German people to
a point where their capacity for armed resistance is fatally weakened.” The
directive called for a comprehensive plan to accomplish these objectives. In the
interim, it established the following target priorities, ranked as before: German
submarine construction yards, German aircraft industry, transportation, oil, and
other elements of the German war industry.”®*

For air power, the decision to continue the American experiment with
daylight precision bombing was the most significant aspect of Casablanca. In
planning the execution of such operations, however, the Casablanca Directive
provided only general guidance. Translation of this broad direction into
operational objectives and plans would, especially on the American side, come
through Eaker’s plan for the CBO prepared in the spring of 1943 (see Chapter
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4). The Report of the Committee of Operations Analysts featured mightily in
the development of this plan.

TORCH and Northwest Africa

The hopes of American airmen for the rapid development of a strategic air
offensive against Nazi Germany had been set back even before VIII Bomber
Command dropped its first bomb on occupied Europe. AWPD-1 and
AWPD-42 had assumed that up to two and a half years would elapse before
Allied land forces would be ready to move against the Wehrmacht. In contrast,
air planners argued they could begin building a force immediately and have it
at full strength in eighteen to twenty-one months. Whatever the economic and
military strengths of these assumptions, however, they failed to include relevant
political considerations. For it was political rather than military concerns that
led President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill to override their military
advisors and order an amphibious assault into North Africa in the fall of 1942.

North Africa provided a testing ground from which would come invaluable
lessons for the larger battles on and over the European continent. The TORCH
decision, by irrevocably committing the United States to the defeat of Germany
first, also controlled the drain of air resources to the Pacific. In this sense, it
offered airmen greater freedom to send American air assets across the Atlantic:
they thought the buildup was to conduct a strategic air offensive against
Germany. By taking resources and emphasis from Eighth Air Force, TORCH
delayed the execution of this offensive. Air power would prove essential to
success in North Africa, but in a much lesser role than the one propounded for
it by instructors in the Air Corps Tactical School. Air intelligence would take
on new forms and be used in different ways. It would be no less central to the
resulting victory.

The value of intelligence in the early phases of TORCH was mixed. Even
before TORCH had been ordered, both the Air Staff and the Army MID had
considered possible German moves into Spain.”® In September 1942, Twelfth
Air Force’s A-2 estimated the Germans could put 250 combat aircraft into
Spain for operations against Gibraltar or convoys moving through the straits. If
the Spanish consented, which A-2 considered a good possibility, the GAF could
begin operations from Spanish bases as early as five days after the landings.?"°
The British Joint Planning Staff argued on August 5, 1942, that Germany could
not move forces into Spain until she had stabilized the situation on the eastern
front. There would be no threat of German air attacks from either Spain or the
Balearic Islands for at least a month after the invasion forces landed.’' On
October 6, the British JIC reaffirmed the assessments that Franco would not
permit the Germans free access to Spain and the Germans were not prepared to
force entry.?'? In the weeks before the invasion, information from both ULTRA
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and Y intercepts allowed Allied intelligence to track the shift of short-range
fighters and antishipping air units from the eastern Mediterranean, Germany,
and Norway into Sicily and Sardinia. Such information reinforced Allied
confidence that Berlin, while aware that Allied troops were preparing to move,
assumed they were headed farther east, to Malta or possibly into Tripolitania.*"?

The immediate threat was not the GAF, but the Vichy French forces who
still controlled North Africa. Despite several sensitive and sometimes dangerous
meetings with French leaders in Africa to convince them not to resist the
landings, Allied commanders had to assume military opposition. Twelfth Air
Force included the French in Africa under the heading of enemy strength in the
TORCH operations plan. The intelligence annex to Field Order No. 1 identified
some 560 French aircraft in north and west Africa, with about 90 in the target
area around Oran. While the anticipated level of effort was thought by some to
be in the range of 60 to 90 sorties per day from D-day to D+4 and to decline
rapidly thereafter, Twelfth Air Force intelligence officers considered these
figures conservative and believed the French capable of doubling that number.
Because, as the annex noted, “no indications [are] that token resistance only will
be encountered,” the intelligence specialists stressed that all planning should be
based on the “assumption that our assault will be bitterly contested.”*"* (In the
event, the Royal Navy’s Fleet Air Arm destroyed a large part of the French Air
Force in the initial attacks, and French air activity had virtually ended by D+2.)

Success in correctly assessing the lack of German opposition during the
landings on November 7 was offset by the failure to predict the enemy’s
reaction. Assuming the Germans would not reduce their strength in other
theaters, the British JIC had concluded a month before the invasion that no
substantial buildup of Axis air forces would occur in North Africa. In October,
British Air Ministry Intelligence predicted the enemy would not put more than
515 fighter aircraft against Allied forces. As of December 12th, by drawing
resources from the eastern front, the Luftwaffe had more than 850 aircraft
operating in the region. Many were based in Tunisia itself, which gave them
decided advantages because of the limited number of airfields in eastern Algeria
for Allied fighters and fighter-bombers.?'

Once operations began, the Allies had “prompt, full and completely reliable
intelligence of the rate of the Axis buildup. . . .”*' Within two days of the initial
landings, French sources in North Africa as well as ULTRA intercepts revealed
the German decision to move ground troops, close air support, and fighter units
into Tunisia. By the middle of the month, the Allies knew the Germans were
moving the technologically superior FW 190 into the theater. Complementing
ULTRA in the acquisition of this information were photoreconnaissance flights
over Sicily and Sardinia, Y intercepts, and agent reports.?'” The early weeks of
TORCH illustrate that intelligence by itself is rarely sufficient to determine the
outcome of battle. Despite the accurate picture ULTRA provided on the GAF,
Allied air forces were unable to take full advantage of this tool. The small
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number of airfields and the lack of logistical support limited the number of
Allied aircraft in the forward combat area. Compounding this numerical
disadvantage was a command structure that, by fragmenting available air assets,
allowed the Luftwaffe to maintain air superiority.

Operational and logistical planning for TORCH had been predicated on a
quick rush into Tunisia and an early end to the campaign. By November 28 the
drive into Tunisia had stalled, and Allied forces withdrew to Algeria to regroup.
Many factors contributed to the failure to take Tunisia. From an intelligence
perspective, certainly the most significant was the failure to foresee the extent
and rapidity of the GAF’s response. According to Lt. Gen. Kenneth Anderson,
commander of the British First Army which had spearheaded the move
eastward, it was the GAF that had been the decisive factor in bogging down the
advance.”"®

Although they would attempt several abortive offensives in December, for
all practical purposes the Allied forces would spend from December 1942
through the end of January 1943 establishing the logistical infrastructure
necessary for sustained operations and implementing a series of reorganizations
that would eventually provide the framework for success in North Africa and
subsequently in western Europe. From these exertions came two milestones in
the history of air power: the development of organizational structures to permit
the effective employment of air assets within a theater as well as the more
specific control of air-ground operations, and an expanded role for air power,
particularly strategic air forces.

The evolution of Allied air organization in the Mediterranean theater was
a convoluted process that extended over a period of several months, and itself
the subject of many studies. During the execution of TORCH, Allied air forces
operated as two separate organizations with geographically determined
responsibilities: the British Eastern Air Command in eastern Algeria and the
American Twelfth Air Force in Morocco and in western Algiers. With the shift
of Twelfth Air Force eastward to support ground operations, this arrangement
became increasingly unwieldy. Through a series of gradual steps in the winter
of 1942-1943, Air Marshal Arthur Tedder emerged as the theater air com-
mander in charge of Mediterranean Air Command (MAC). Subordinate to MAC
were NAAF, Malta Air Force, and Eastern Air Command (Cairo). From the
standpoint of air operations in North Africa in 1942-1943, the pivotal step was
the creation of the NA AF under command of Maj. Gen. Carl Spaatz in February
1943. Under this arrangement, the subordinate Northwest African Strategic Air
Force (NASAF), Northwest African Tactical Air Force (NATAF), and
Northwest African Coastal Air Force (NACAF) focused on functional rather
than on geographically oriented missions.* Responsibility for the air defense of

*NATAF, composed of RAF 242 Group and U.S. XII Air Support Command,
was committed to the direct support of Allied land forces. NASAF, commanded by
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North Africa, antisubmarine operations, and protection of friendly shipping
rested with NACAF, which contained RAF and USAAF fighter units. At the
same time, centralized direction from NAAF could adjust and redirect each
force’s efforts as necessary. NAAF also took direct control of the new Allied air
reconnaissance organization, the Northwest African Photographic Reconnais-
sance Wing (NAPRW).2*

The establishment of NAAF resulted in a marked change in the handling
and use of air intelligence in North Africa. Before its creation, the focal point
of all intelligence, including air, had been the G-2 of Allied Forces Headquar-
ters (AFHQ). Until late December, both targets and forces to be employed
against them had been determined at a daily meeting at AFHQ.”® At the
insistence of Spaatz and his chief American intelligence officer, McDonald,
these functions now shifted to HQ NAAF. Spaatz himself recorded in his diary
the stand they took to ensure that NAAF became the operating air headquarters
in Northwest Africa. Referring to a meeting on February 18, 1943, to discuss
the responsibilities of MAC and NAAF, Spaatz recorded, “[the] position was
taken that Northwest African Air Forces had to have all the intelligence
functions that were essential for the control of operations. . . .”?*! McDonald
established a full intelligence section incorporating combat intelligence, target
intelligence, POW interrogations, counterintelligence, Y-Service, and ULTRA.??
To this organization went the responsibilities for monitoring the condition and
activities of enemy air forces, providing intelligence inputs to target selection,
preparing and disseminating intelligence summaries and reports, handling
capture intelligence (POW reports), and coordinating photoreconnaissance
requests and results.””> NAAF undertook to produce its own target materials.
Before the invasion, HQ AAF A-2 had compiled a “considerable volume of
target information” judged “of the highest practical usefulness.”?** The airmen
now found that objective folders and target charts from Washington were “of
little value for they are too broad and general” or arrived too late because
emphasis had been placed on appearance at the expense of information and
timeliness.??

The Allies intended the Intelligence Division of NAAF to be the center-
piece of air intelligence in the theater. It maintained liaison with G-2, AFHQ,
for signals intelligence on enemy air signals traffic and the Air Interrogation
Center in Algiers for POW-generated intelligence. The division also coordi-

Maj. Gen. James Doolittle, despite its designation as a “strategic air force,” in
actuality conducted interdiction and counterair operations through attacks onenemy
shipping and port facilities and airfields in Tunisia, Sicily, Sardinia, and the Italian
mainland. While the RAF contributed two Wellington squadrons, the core of
NASAF was XTI Bomber Command. In the course of these reorganizations, Twelfth
Air Force was relegated to an appendage of NAAF; most of its people were
absorbed into the latter’s staff.
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nated photoreconnaissance requests and operations with the NAPRW. While
dissemination of intelligence to subordinate commands was an essential
function of NAAF A-2, inadequate quantities of materials, poor communica-
tions, and perhaps an overriding orientation toward providing information up
the chain resulted in significant problems. Reports from operational groups and
squadrons in February and March contained frequent complaints that the units
were receiving neither specific target information nor general intelligence on
enemy forces. On at least one occasion, the 97th Bomb Group had embarked on
a mission with no intelligence other than target coordinates.?® Of particular
importance to fighter units was the lack of materials for aircraft recognition
training, a weakness on which more than one observer commented as late as
May.?’

Reinforcing the perception that A-2’s attention was focused on its internal
responsibilities within NAAF headquarters were the observations of Lt. Col. P.
M. Barr, chief of the HQ AAF A-2 Operational Intelligence Division. Barr
spent from mid-February to early April 1943 on an extensive inspection of
American and Allied air intelligence units from AFHQ to AAF squadrons in the
field. His report was a model of clarity, comprehensiveness, and lessons to be
learned. According to Barr, the potential usefulness of the NAAF Intelligence
Division “was reduced by distance from the front, preoccupation with
administrative detail, lack of personal contact with the forward groups, [and]
poor communications. . . .”*** Although his recommendations that the number
of operational intelligence personnel be significantly reduced and that they be
moved to forward positions were not acted upon at the time (perhaps because
the campaign ended shortly thereafter), subsequent observers noted qualitative
improvements in the dissemination of air intelligence.* Referring to the last
weeks of the campaign, several U.S. Navy intelligence officers reported “a well
integrated round circle system is apparent [lower echelons to headquarters and
back]. . . no lower echelon can function without it.”?*

Two vehicles that NAAF employed to improve intelligence dissemination
were the Daily Intelligence Summary and the Weekly Intelligence Report. The
first of these presented very condensed summaries of enemy air and ground
situations and activities, but their primary focus was on updating objective
folder data based on visual observations and photointerpretation reports. The
weekly report addressed the enemy situation in greater detail, including OB,
airdrome status, and losses, as well as reviewing Allied air operations.
Particularly useful was the technical and tactical intelligence in these reports.”°
Providing a detailed description of the new FW 190, the report of March 15,
1943, described it as “a major technical advance over earlier radial-engined

*Barr’s suggestions corresponded very closely with the arrangement Spaatz and
McDonald would establish for Advanced Headquarters, United States Strategic Air
Forces in Europe, when they moved to France in the fall of 1944,
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fighters.” Two weeks later, the report gave a description of the He 177,
including photos and data on wing configuration and loading, armament, fuel
capacity, and speed. The Me 323 transport, which would become a primary
target in the later stages of the campaign, was introduced in a weekly report on
February 23 as “really a glider with engines.” Equally valuable was the
information on trends in enemy tactics. As early as December 5, 1942, the
Weekly Intelligence Summary for Twelfth Air Force warned that enemy fighters
in France were reported to be engaging B—17s in frontal attacks. Later NAAF
reports included comments from Luftwaffe POWs on tactics debates within
German fighter units.”'

In contrast to the inefficiencies found at A—2, NAAF, Colonel Barr judged
intelligence at NASAF to be “very thoroughly organized, [and] in close touch
with subordinate groups. . . .” While administrative and reporting duties were
not neglected, they were not allowed to interfere with “the essential and primary
duty” of providing Maj. Gen. James H. Doolittle, his staff, and his group
commanders “up-to-date evaluated information on the disposition, defenses,
tactics, and targets of the enemy.”** (Doolittle’s appreciation of intelligence
would be further reflected in 1944 when he would insist on having an ULTRA
representative assigned to Eighth Air Force.)

The period from January 1943 until the final surrender of Axis forces in
North Africa reflected the versatility and flexibility of air power. Within the
broad objectives assigned by higher headquarters, Spaatz and his subordinate
commanders switched their focus to meet the changing theater situation by
striking airfields and ports in Tunisia, ships at sea, and ports and airfields in
Sicily, Sardinia, and Italy. Weather, force size, developments in the ground war,
and logistics all influenced the expanding air activity, but essential to its success
was timely, accurate, and comprehensive intelligence. To obtain this intelli-
gence, air commanders called upon a wide range of capabilities that included
photoreconnaissance, agent reports, POW interrogations, aircrew reports, radio
intercepts, and ULTRA.

Combat experience quickly revealed that the command’s basic need in
planning and operations was regular aerial photography of proposed targets.
Urged on by Spaatz and Air Vice Marshal Arthur Coningham, commander of
NATAF, General Eisenhower pleaded with the British Chiefs in January 1943
for additional photoreconnaissance capability, asserting that high-performance
reconnaissance was “absolutely essential” in the effort to reduce enemy lines of
communication into Tunisia.”® At an air commanders’ conference two months
later, Spaatz stressed that regular reconnaissance over the Sicilian strait